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ABSTRACT 
Educational partnerships surged in the 1980s, and saw an equally substantive 
increase in research about these relationships.  However, not all aspects of these 
partnerships have been examined and as a result there are gaps in the literature.  A 
thorough literature review confirmed that in fact there was no research specifically about 
partnerships between traditional schools of education and non-traditional teacher training 
organizations.   
After identifying the specific partnerships to study, I collected documents, held a 
conference that included focus groups, administered a survey, and conducted individual 
interviews.  I was also provided existing survey data from the partners.  I coded the 
qualitative data to find themes across the partnerships.  At the same time, I created an 
evaluation rubric that was used to determine the effectiveness of each partnership based 
on the characteristics found in each. 
After reviewing the data and coding it thematically, I found three common factors 
that existed in the various partnerships.  These factors of communication, commitment, 
 vii 
 
and evaluation emerged as the primary drivers of or barriers to, the success of the 
partnership.  These characteristics are exhibited in different ways and to different degrees 
in each partnership.  Using the data to uncover these factors, I developed a rubric that can 
be used to determine their existence within a partnership. 
This research provides guidance and a method of evaluation for similar new 
partnerships across the country. It aids in their development and supports their continual 
improvement.  Simultaneously, the rubric and research should help existing partnerships 
improve their current relationships and collaboration. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
For the past 30 years, various groups have worked to establish partnerships to 
improve the practice of educating young people, particularly within urban and rural 
communities.  These groups have included K–12 schools, school districts, community 
organizations, businesses, institutions of higher education, and non-profit organizations.  
The partnerships have numerous permutations. They have existed in dyads or triads and 
have shown varying levels of commitment to the relationship in terms of time and 
resources.  While some of these partnerships focus on improving teacher professional 
development, others aim to increase opportunities for students or to engage the business 
community in particular aspects of education, such as increasing the number of effective 
science, technology, engineering, or math teachers.   
Partnerships have long been endorsed as a way of supporting the practice of 
traditional education and educational reform efforts.  Many new programs and 
partnerships began in the mid-1980s (Bainer, 1997), when the White House Task Force 
on Education and Economic Growth strongly encouraged expansion to stimulate more 
partnering among educational organizations.  Bainer noted that over the next five years, 
the number of educational partnerships more than tripled (1997).  The growth of 
partnerships may have been stimulated by the White House, but there have been few 
systematic attempts to evaluate the success of these partnerships or their ability to 
improve the practice of education (Bainer, 1997).  Many groups partnered to improve 
existing educational programs, whether they were working towards improving K–12 
education or teacher training programs, but there has been little evaluation of whether the 
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groups affected by the partnership were better or worse off for having the partners 
involved. 
Statement of the Problem 
Although many partnerships claim successful outcomes, little is known about why 
some are successful and others are not.  There exists a body of literature about partnering 
practices, some of which outline general attributes of successful partnerships shown to 
lead to success, but most studies are descriptive (Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996).  Very little 
empirical research exists and, currently, there are no specific rubrics used to evaluate the 
successfulness of partnerships.  One of the goals of this investigation is to develop such a 
rubric and initiate its empirical validation. 
One of the common partnerships in the field of education is between traditional 
schools of education (SoE) and teacher training programs that provide an alternate 
pathway to entering the profession of teaching and gaining a credential (Smith, 1992).  
These partnerships can exist between SoEs and alternative teacher training groups (e.g., 
Teach For America), state agencies (e.g., Connecticut Alternate Route to Certification), 
city-based residency programs (e.g., Boston Teacher Residency), or non-profit 
organizations (e.g., Today’s Students, Tomorrow’s Teachers).   An extensive review of 
the literature failed to uncover consistent guidelines that represent best practices in such 
partnerships or any evaluative rubrics specific to these partnerships.  To date, there are no 
commonly agreed upon best practices by which the success of these partnerships can be 
evaluated.  Most often partnerships evolve to serve the shared goal of preparing effective 
teachers who will be successful in the classroom and have an impact on the general 
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practice of education, particularly in urban or rural settings.  The purpose of this 
investigation is to establish standards for these partnerships and then develop a rubric to 
evaluate the successfulness of educator preparation partnerships between SoEs and 
teacher training programs that provide an alternate pathway into the profession (which 
includes acquiring a state credential as an educator). 
One of the difficult aspects of these partnerships is that the various parties 
involved often have different beliefs concerning how to best prepare their new teachers 
(Meyers, Fisher, Alicea, & Bloxson, 2014).  A challenge to having a successful 
partnership can occur when the partners become too focused on their differences, losing 
sight of their common beliefs and practices that could facilitate working together toward 
a common goal.  This becomes an even larger problem when groups choose to work 
together but do not thoughtfully establish their partnership or do not regularly evaluate it 
to improve their practice.  Much of this conflict can be avoided with proper partnership 
planning, clarification of partnership goals, and constant evaluation of outcomes 
(Heineke, Carter, Desimone, & Cameron, 2010). 
Teach For America (TFA) University Partnerships (UP) are an example of a 
partnership between an Institution of Higher Education (IHE) and an alternative 
certification program (ARC).  SoEs have traditional academic programs to which 
individuals apply.  These programs provide a scaffolded approach to educator 
preparation, which begins with an introduction to educational theory. This is then 
followed by an in-depth training in pedagogy with a focus on a particular discipline (e.g., 
math), developmental stage (e.g., elementary), or specialty (e.g., special education), and 
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finally it incorporates clinical experiences that are supervised by a credentialed educator 
and a university supervisor (Smith, 1992).  SoEs also focus on ensuring that their teacher 
candidates have strong background knowledge in the academic discipline (e.g. history or 
biology) they intend to teach.   In the case of elementary teacher candidates who are not 
focused on a particular discipline, SoEs ensure that they have an in-depth knowledge of 
child development, as well as a broad background in the liberal arts and sciences. If 
successful in one of these academic training programs, the student is then recommended 
to the specific state in which the SoE is located to be credentialed, allowing the candidate 
to seek employment.   
Teach For America is a non-profit organization that recruits cohorts of recent 
college graduates and working professionals and trains them to become teachers.  In the 
design of Teach For America’s training program, corps members (those selected to join 
the program) receive a brief introduction to the practice of education during the six 
months prior to their start as a classroom teacher.  This introduction includes numerous 
readings and reflections in the spring and then six weeks of intensive coursework and 
practice teaching during the summer.  After completing this, they are placed in a high-
need classroom where they serve as the teacher of record for at least two years (Teach 
For America, 2017).  While teaching, the corps members receive intensive clinical 
supervision from a mentor teacher in the school and a TFA-appointed supervisor.  The 
corps members also receive additional new teacher support including professional 
development sessions with other corps members in the region, access to regionally 
recommended resources to including sample assessments, student-data tracking systems, 
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and planning templates, as well as participation in a learning team based on the subject or 
grade that the corps member is teaching (Teach For America, 2017).  As of 2017, TFA is 
active in 53 geographic regions across the country, including urban and rural locations, in 
nearly all parts of the country.  In many regions, TFA partners with an SoE to provide the 
introduction to education and training in pedagogy so corps members can receive 
licensure. 
Although the components of the training are very similar, (e.g., foundational 
education courses, courses in a discipline, methods courses and supervised clinical 
placement) the different approach to recruiting students, the order in which these 
components are delivered, and the short length of the TFA corps members’ initial 
commitment to teaching gives the strong impression that these approaches to educator 
preparation are quite distinct.  Therefore, confusion exists about why these two distinctly 
different organizations would choose to partner.  Education reformers question the utility 
of partnering with SoEs that have lost their relevance to the profession (Ravitch, 2003), 
while faculty at SoEs and members of the teaching profession worry that the TFA corps 
members are inadequately prepared dilettantes who are not really committed to children 
or the profession (Darling-Hammond & Holtzman, 2005).   Those who have positive 
experiences with both SoEs and TFA are developing an alternate understanding of the 
partnership and its value (Heineke et al., 2010).  In one of the few articles written about 
Teach For America (TFA) and University Partnerships (UPs), the Deans of some 
partnering Schools of Education articulate why they choose to partner with an 
organization that has at times been considered competition.  The Deans of the University 
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of Pennsylvania, Arizona State University and Loyola Marymount University explained: 
“we partner with TFA to provide comprehensive teacher preparation programs” 
(Koerner, Lynch, & Martin, 2008, p. 3).  They acknowledged that either party can be 
successful on their own, but together they can be both successful and comprehensive, 
ultimately training more teachers and providing higher quality educators to more K–12 
students than either of them could independently.   
One of the motivations for SoEs and TFA to partner is that they are both 
committed to increasing the numbers of teachers who are eager and prepared to teach in 
high-need rural and urban schools (Heineke et al., 2010).  For generations, there has been 
a deficit in the number of effective teachers who work in those areas.  The main reason 
given for this shortage is general teacher turnover, including teacher retirement and those 
leaving the profession, and increased demand for teachers in response to increased 
student enrollment (Murphy, DeArmond, & Guin, 2003).  In 1999, William Hussar, an 
economist at the National Center for Education Statistics, predicted that the nation’s 
districts would need to hire between approximately 2.4 million teachers between 1998–99 
and 2008–09 (1999). His model accounted for numerous variables including growth in 
the student population, varying levels of teacher continuation, pupil/teacher ratios, and 
teacher age distributions.  
This trend continues, and nationally there is still a shortage of teachers, 
specifically in content areas such as math, science, and special education (Murphy et al., 
2003), a lack of diversity in the workforce, and an absence of teachers willing to work in 
poor urban and rural schools (Mitchell & Romero, 2010).  Teach For America, an 
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alternative certification program, aims to address these shortages.  California, one of the 
largest producers of alternatively certified teachers (including those trained through their 
Teach For America University Partnerships with Loyola Marymount University and the 
University of California-San Diego) suggests the following reasons for supporting 
alternative routes to certification to: (a) recruit talented individuals including those 
retiring from the military, industry, and other career changers, (b) alleviate shortages of 
qualified teachers in the fields of math, science, and technology, (c) address the need for 
teachers of limited English proficient students, (d) increase the numbers of minority 
teachers, and  (e) address shortages of teachers in certain geographic areas (Mitchell & 
Romero, 2010). 
Although there appear to be compelling reasons for SoEs and alternative training 
programs such as TFA to partner in the preparation of teachers, there is a scarcity of 
research on what makes a successful partnership.   After reviewing numerous articles 
about university-school partnerships, Thorkildsen and Stein (1996) indicate that most of 
the articles were descriptive and anecdotal, and very few represent a systematic analysis 
of available data.  This literature is somewhat outdated, but no progress has been made 
since the publication of this article.  The purpose of this investigation is to begin to fill 
the literature gap by identifying the practices that are commonly applied across what are 
considered to be successful partnerships between SoEs and alternative teacher training 
programs.  Although SoEs have begun partnering with these groups, the success of these 
partnerships has not yet been examined. As a result, those working in the field of 
educational partnering are not adequately aware of the successes or failures of these 
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partnerships, nor are there existing guidelines for developing the partnerships so that they 
can be most successful.  In fact, the extent to which conversations are occurring between 
these two groups remains unclear.  Koerner et al. (2008) articulated the need to have open 
dialogue between the partners to improve educational outcomes for the teachers going 
through the program as well as the students in their classrooms. They encouraged the 
exchange of ideas between these two opposing and sometimes paradoxical entities, 
noting that “the most productive conversation to have today revolves around exploring 
how schools of education might improve programs for all students, including the students 
in Teach For America” (p. 727). 
There is an emerging consensus that we need to develop new approaches to the 
recruitment and retention of highly effective educators in rural and urban high-need 
schools.  Alternative certification programs, such as TFA, and urban teacher residency 
(UTR) programs like the Boston Teacher Residency, seem to be finding success when 
recruiting teachers who are motivated to learn how to be successful in these settings 
(Sawchuk, 2011).  It is also clear that they do not have the capacity to address all the 
training needs of their members.  Therefore, to be successful they have partnered with 
SoEs to provide the technical aspects of educator preparation considered too unrealistic 
for them to replicate.   What we do not know, but need to know, is which components 
ultimately make these partnerships successful. 
Given the paucity of research on successful partnerships between SoEs and 
alternative teacher training programs, this investigation will use an extended case method 
approach to articulate a theory of successful partnerships.  According to Burawoy (1998), 
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“the extended case method applies reflexive science to ethnography in order to extract the 
general from the unique, to move from the ‘micro’ to the ‘macro,’ and to connect the 
present to the past in anticipation of the future, all by building on preexisting theory” (p. 
5).  This is the process that occurred during this investigation. 
Research Plan  
The first step in the inquiry was to review the relevant literature to identify current 
hypotheses about best practices and then use those ideas to formulate a theory of 
standards for successful SoE and alternative certification program partnerships.  As noted 
by Cox and Seifer, not only is there limited information about the features of successful 
partnerships, but significantly less is known about the “general processes for building and 
sustaining them” (2005, p.29).  A second step was to create case studies of the three 
Teach For America partnerships that were studied.  The literature review was used to 
identify prevalent themes and the case studies were coded based on these themes.  Based 
on these themes found in the literature and confirmed by the case study coding, an 
evaluative rubric was developed.  The study then presents the rubric evaluation of these 
three case studies about TFA University Partnerships. 
A secondary part of this research will be to validate this rubric using a set of 
external reviewers with the goal of using this rubric to evaluate partnerships between 
traditional Schools of Education (SoE) and Teach For America (TFA).  It will help to 
determine the degree to which these recommended best practices contribute to the 
success of the partnerships and to identify other contributing attributes.  These guidelines 
and rubric were designed and can be employed to successfully develop and then assess 
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partnerships between SoEs and alternative teacher training programs.  This research 
benefits the larger community of Teach For America University Partnerships and should 
aid in the development of new partnerships that will be formed as TFA continues to 
expand and partner across the country.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
Ronald Reagan declared 1983 as the National Year of Partnerships in Education 
(Proclamation 5112).  Thirty years later, educators and researchers are still working to 
figure out what partnering means, how these partnerships can be successfully developed, 
and how to evaluate them in a manner that leads to continual improvement (Hanover 
Research –Academy Administration Practice, 2012).  As the field of education grows and 
develops, and the need for well-trained teachers rises, many of the partnerships that are 
being developed are in the realm of teacher preparation, frequently between colleges or 
universities and non-university-based teacher training organizations.   
 As articulated by Sirotnik and Goodlad (1998), a partnership is “a deliberately 
designed, collaborative arrangement between different institutions, working together to 
advance self-interest and solve common problems” (p.13).  They also asserted that 
partnerships are mutually beneficial relationships.    This concept will be illuminated as 
we delve deeper into and decipher the characteristics of successful and unsuccessful 
partnerships. 
Review of Relevant Research 
There is limited research on the actual process that takes place when an SoE and 
an alternative teacher training organization partner.  Therefore, this review will present 
findings and characteristics about a broad range of successful partnerships that are 
relevant and applicable to education.  These partnerships include those in the educational 
arena, specifically between a university and a public school district or community 
agency. Additionally, the partnerships examined are between schools and youth centers, 
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as well as non-educational partnerships, such as those between private healthcare 
organizations and non-governmental agencies (NGOs).   
 Numerous databases available through the Boston University library (including 
Education Full Text, ERIC, Google Scholar, JSTOR, and Web of Science) were searched 
using the following keyword combinations: education + partnership, teacher training + 
partnership, university + partnership, and Teach For America + partnership.  This 
resulted in 20 articles, but after an initial review, seven of them were deemed irrelevant to 
this investigation because they were primarily focused on teacher success, teacher 
retention, or other teacher-based outcomes of the partnership instead of the actual 
partnership or the partners themselves. 
Of the 13 articles selected for this review, nine were reviews of the literature or 
thematic analyses and three were empirical investigations. Three such articles (Mohr & 
Spekman, 1994; McNall, Reed, Brown, & Allen, 2009; Bainer Jenkins, 2001) used either 
surveys or in-depth interviews to collect data, but all focused on characteristics of 
enduring and successful partnerships.  A fourth study, by Smith (1992), used only survey 
research. 
Bainer Jenkins (2001) reviewed 62 partnerships to determine the predictors of 
partnership endurance.  She and her team conducted in-depth telephone interviews with 
the 62 team leaders of each partnership.  Additionally, they conducted follow up focus 
groups, each with 10 to 12 members who were asked similar questions to those in the 
initial interviews.  Doing a thematic analysis of the interview data, the researchers 
developed a list of predictors of partnership endurance.  Those mentioned most 
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frequently in the interviews included: (a) shared commitment to the program, (b) 
effective collaboration and interaction among all adults involved, and (c) positive 
relationships.  The group also developed a list of characteristics that they identified as 
predictors of the demise of a partnership, gathered from the interviews with the 
partnerships that had ceased to exist.  These included: (a) a lack of commitment, (b) a job 
change of lead staff person from either partner, and (c) a lack of relationship among 
partners.  Bainer Jenkins and her team found over 30 predictors that were correlated with 
the success or demise of the partnerships, which are consistent with those reported by 
others (McNall et al., 2009; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Peel, Peel, & Baker, 2002).  The 
strength of this work, however, is that it used a significant sample size and the 
researchers developed thoughtful focus group questions (Bainer Jenkins, 2001), which 
led to quality results.  A limitation of the review for the purposes of the present 
investigation is that it was focused on partnerships pertaining to professional 
development in K–6 science work.  Overall, Jenkins’ work helps to identify the 
conditions that support the effective establishment and success of educational 
partnerships and will be useful in the development of a rubric to determine how existing 
partnerships match up against the characteristics of success versus demise. 
McNall et al. (2009) surveyed 58 university community partnerships, all of which 
included Michigan State University as one of the partners.  They hypothesized that a 
relationship exists between the characteristics of partnerships and their success and 
duration.  An online survey instrument was used to collect data from partners about 
specific characteristics and outcomes of the partnerships focused on three main areas: 
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purposes of partnership, perceived effectiveness of group, and perceived benefits of 
participation.  Of the 48 partner respondents, the majority agreed that the partnership 
allowed their work to be more effective.  The majority also felt as though their 
partnership exhibited positive group dynamics, defined as group cohesion, partnership 
management, shared power, and co-creation of knowledge (McNall et al., 2009).  
Overall, findings were that partnerships brokered by UCP (University Community 
Partnerships), an office within Michigan State University, were more effective and 
successful as a result of the organized and supportive structure.  McNall et al. (2009) 
stated, “effective partnership management and opportunities for the co-creation of 
knowledge are practices that are worthy of deliberate cultivation within UCPs” (p. 318).  
The quality of a community-university partnership, as defined by “the characteristics or 
dynamics typically cited in the literature as predictive of successful partnerships” (p. 
327), is only as good as the quality of each of the partners.  The strength of this study is 
that it was empirical research focused on a significant number of partnerships.  The work 
is helpful because it uses an empirical method to show the relationship between 
partnership characteristics and their overall success and it can be used to shape future 
partnerships.  However, all the partnerships were associated with Michigan State 
University and were limited to partnerships with the community. 
Mohr and Spekman (1994) focused on partnerships between manufacturers and 
dealers in the computer industry, not educational partnerships, but their research included 
a thorough and clearly articulated survey instrument administered to several hundred 
partnerships.  Although this study specifically addressed business partnerships, it 
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identified strong characteristics that may be extended to educational partnerships.  Mohr 
and Spekman’s hypothesis was that “partnership attributes, communication behavior, and 
conflict resolution techniques are related to indicators of partnership success” (p. 135).  
The variables found to be significant in predicting the success of a partnership included 
coordination, commitment, trust, communication quality, information sharing, 
participation, and joint problem solving.  The researchers summarized that the more these 
variables were present, the more successful the partnership was likely to be.  The study 
also suggested that trust, the willingness to coordinate activities, and the ability to convey 
a sense of commitment to the relationship are key to success. 
 Smith (1992) surveyed the directors of 38 different collaborative programs that 
won awards from the Association of Teacher Educators between 1977 and 1989.  The 
common structures found in award winning programs included: (a) collaboration that was 
practical or clinical, (b) a joint governing group, and (c) programmatic responses to new 
needs (p. 252).  The predominant factor leading to failure or termination of the 
partnerships was the loss of funding or personnel.  Administrative support was also 
shown to have a strong influence on the success or failure of partnerships.  
Cooke et al. (2011) completed a thematic analysis of data drawn from partner and 
teacher questionnaires, and small scale case studies of various types of partnerships, 
including ones that involved government, community, industry, and education.  The 
authors analyzed feedback about partnerships and the qualities necessary for success, 
constraints, challenges, and communication strategies.  They found that issues facing 
partnerships can be arranged into three dominant themes.  The first theme involves the 
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governance of the partnerships.  Within this theme lie issues concerning funding 
constraints, time constraints, and compliance problems. The second theme involves what 
Cooke called the learning ecologies: a) the need for partners to share common goals, b) 
flexibility, c) effective communication, d) innovation, and e) risk taking. The third theme 
includes issues related to outcomes, including community capacity building and 
celebrating success by acknowledging both participants and partnering agencies.  
Cooke’s interpretation of the data suggests that partnerships can be evaluated by 
characteristics that can be grouped into three main themes: conceptual, operational, and 
relational.  These themes appear to have some utility for developing a model of 
successful partnership.   
 Grobe (1990) outlined a brief history of business and education partnership 
development (BEPD) and described characteristics of successful partnerships.  Although 
no hypothesis was tested, he reported that successful partnerships can be categorized 
using three typologies.  The three typologies include: (a) levels of involvement, (b) 
partnership structure, and (c) levels of impact.  He defined levels of involvement as 
support, cooperation, or collaboration, each of which is determined by the variation on 
several characteristics, including type of activities and resources, communication 
effectiveness, and commitment of leadership.  Partnership structure was delineated into 
three types—simple, moderately complex, and complex—with each higher level 
including all the characteristics of the one preceding it as well as additional ones.  The 
major differences are seen in the management responsibilities (strategic planning, 
staffing, decision-making), the number of partners, and the number of projects.  He 
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described levels of impact as focusing on evaluation of the effect that the partnership has 
had, and can range from affecting individual classrooms, teacher education, and even 
policy and educational systems.  These typologies are useful to help frame the evaluation 
of educational partnerships and to aid in the determination of the success the partnership 
has had in impacting change. 
Grobe (1990) highlighted some particularly important elements of successful 
partnerships.  He pointed out that partnerships do not just happen.  Instead, to be 
sustained they need to be thoughtfully monitored and developed.  Although this article is 
based on limited research, it is helpful because it outlines the need for research relevant to 
the evaluation stage when looking at these partnerships.  There is much in the literature 
about what the characteristics are, but little about how to use this knowledge to evaluate 
or set measurable outcomes. 
Beal et al. (2012) identified the hallmarks of successful partnerships in nursing 
and produced tools and exemplars to assist in developing and sustaining partnerships.  
Survey data were collected from a national sample and several focus groups were 
conducted.  The findings were consistent with much of what had been found in other 
research, including that in order to establish and sustain successful relationships, the 
following should exist: (a) formal relationships established at the senior leadership level 
and practiced at multiple levels throughout the organizations, (b) mutual shared vision 
and expectations that are clearly articulated, and (c) mutual goals with set evaluation 
periods.  
Peel, Peel, and Baker (2002) and Bainer (1997) both reviewed the partnership 
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literature and explored the tenets that lead to the success and demise of school/university 
partnerships.  They found that the success of a partnership was related to the amount of 
attention paid to the following characteristics: (a) leadership, (b) respect and trust, (c) 
collaboration and open communication, (d) flexibility and openness to change, (e) 
effective financial management, and (f) rewards for and recognition of desirable 
behavior.  Often, partnerships are seen as add-ons or as special projects situated in an 
unassociated office at the institution.  Peel et al. (2002) noted that partnerships should be 
considered a significant part of the strategic directions of all partners.   
 Bainer Jenkins (2001) reviewed the literature seeking to compare four distinct 
elements of school-based partnerships for teacher professional development.  These 
elements included: (a) level of involvement—cooperation versus collaboration, (b) level 
of interaction—partnership vs. relationship, (c) level of impact—helping hands versus 
project driven versus reform based, and (d) level of organization—teams versus packs 
versus chains.  Each of these elements describes a continuum of partnering behaviors, 
which can be used to evaluate a partnership.  
An article by Thorkildsen and Stein (1996) included a review of the literature of 
key partnership components, as well as an infusion of personal experience.  Their work is 
important because it highlights the gap in empirically-based research studies regarding 
partnerships.  Their conclusions suggest that the characteristics found throughout the 
literature are consistently reported across studies, and that UPs have a better chance at 
success if they take these into consideration.  
A general summary of anecdotal experience related to adult-youth partnerships 
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included in the article by Norman (2001) suggests that the important characteristics of 
successful partnerships are: a) the need to establish clear goals for the partnership, b) to 
share the power in the making of decisions, c) to get the highest levels of the organization 
to commit, and d) to have a clear understanding of everyone’s roles and responsibilities.  
This echoes much of what was presented in other articles. 
A report created by Hanover Research titled Best Practices in University-
Nonprofit Partnerships (Hanover Research – Academy Administration Practice, 2012) 
examined various partnerships, including university/nonprofit, university/community, 
and university/Hillel based on a review of the literature.  The key characteristics 
identified included: (a) creating a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), (b) being an 
organic development rather than one in response to a deadline, and (c) sharing 
control/having a balance of power.  The conclusions were that some identifiable 
characteristics support the success of partnerships, and the report provides some clear 
examples of partnerships possessing these traits.  The report affirms the information 
already collected and refined from other sources. 
According to Smith (1992), current research about university partnerships 
generally indicates that “contrasting cultures can work together to achieve change and in 
many cases can build on successful efforts” (p. 253), but that they need to continually 
reflect on the partnering process and ensure that they are working toward common goals.  
More importantly, as we watch the field of education evolve, we know that the exchange 
and collaboration provided by partnering is “crucial to long-term institutional health” 
(Allen, Tilghman, & Whitaker, 2010). 
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Summary 
This review of the literature has revealed that there is not a strong body of 
empirical research identifying the best general practices for successful partnerships, let 
alone partnerships between SoEs and alternative certification programs.  Although there 
are some well-designed studies that use a combination of surveys and focus groups to 
evaluate partnership success, most of the published work in this area is descriptive.  It is 
important to note, however, that there seems to be a broad consensus throughout the 
extant research about the common attributes of successful partnerships.  This information 
can be used to develop a conceptual model that can then be subjected to a systematic 
evaluation. The following section will articulate these attributes and present a conceptual 
model.                                                                                                                                                                                               
Based on this review, there appears to be a set of common attributes shared by 
successful partnerships, including those in the area of operations such as staffing, 
finances, and information management.  Just as there are operational pieces involved to 
support the success of partnerships, there are also conceptual and relational ones.  
Partners who share a vision and common goals are more likely to successfully work 
through difficult situations together.  Partners who are familiar with and appreciate one 
another are setting themselves up for greater success.  Those who are open and honest 
with each other are able to better communicate.  Finally, those who trust each other are 
better able to settle differences of opinion “within the context of respect, comfort, and 
honesty” (Schroeder, 2002).  A summary of the findings from the literature can be 
viewed in Table 1. 
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Table 1 – Fundamental Characteristics of Successful Partnerships 
Well-defined 
administrative 
structure 
It should be clearly identified who the leaders are as well as any 
members of an advisory committee created to help guide the 
partnership. 
Mutual self-
interest and 
common goals 
Both parties should make clear their interests and motivations for 
entering the partnership.  They should identify the goals that they wish 
to achieve by partnering, and how they can help one another to achieve 
these goals.  In addition to goals, both parties should identify 
expectations that they have for the partnership and for each other. 
Commitment Participant commitment as well as time commitment is necessary to 
ensure success of the partnership.  The partnership should be 
considered a priority and given ample time in the schedules of the 
individuals involved to attend to its needs.  In particular the proposed 
timeline for the partnership to develop and be successful should be 
outlined. 
Mutual trust 
and respect 
The partners engaging in the relationship need to trust and respect each 
other so that they can work together to build and develop the 
partnership and work toward achieving the goals that they have 
established for themselves.   
External 
support 
The partnership must be provided sufficient external support, both in 
the form of financial resources and human resources.  The highest 
levels of each organization should commit fully to the success of the 
partnership (Norman, 2001). 
Shared 
decision- 
making 
Both partners need to feel as though they are equals in the relationship.  
The process for making decisions within the partnership should be 
clearly articulated and both partners should play equal roles. 
Clear focus The purpose of the partnership should be clearly established from the 
beginning, and should be revisited often to ensure that it stays on the 
course that was established. 
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Information 
sharing 
It is important that the partners share information with each other from 
the beginning stages and throughout the development and 
implementation. Information sharing is important not only in terms of 
sharing data and research about the populations that they are jointly 
serving, but also in the day-to-day communications among the partners 
and stakeholders. 
Manageable 
agenda 
Rather than creating nebulous and possibly lofty goals and plans, it is 
important that together the partners work to establish clear objectives 
that are achievable, that are given accurate timelines, and which have 
measurable outcomes. 
Dynamic 
nature 
The partnership should be structured, but should allow for flexibility 
and changes throughout its development.  These changes should be 
thoughtful and well planned. All work should be reviewed and updated 
annually (Beal et al., 2012). 
Ongoing 
process of 
evaluation 
Evaluation should be an inherent part of the structure of the 
partnership so that both parties can regularly assess progress, identify 
pitfalls, and adjust accordingly. 
 
As relationships between organizations are explored, a plethora of formulations 
and combinations that can occur are revealed as are the varied processes that these 
relationships must consider for partnerships to form.  Sirotnik and Goodlad (1988) 
suggested that there is not one best way to organize these partnerships, but that there are 
in fact minimum essentials for structuring a partnership.  Although some of the literature 
suggests that successful partnerships develop organically over time, the reality is that 
more often partnerships are entered into under similar circumstances as business 
arrangements, to support some educational endeavor or to respond to the need of specific 
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partners (Hanover Research – Academy Administration Practice, 2012).  As a result, 
many partnerships are entered into hastily, without following the steps which have been 
shown to facilitate success as suggested in the literature. Often the partnership struggles 
to accomplish what it set out to do, its stakeholders are unhappy, and the outcomes are 
less than satisfactory.  In many cases the partnership fails to accomplish its goals and 
ultimately dissolves. 
When considering how partnerships come to be, it is quickly realized that the first 
step is to recognize and agree upon the need for establishing a partnership.  Once the 
partners have agreed on a need, they must identify leaders and define the terms of the 
partnership.  These terms will eventually be translated into an MOU or some other 
contractual document that will guide the partnership through its implementation and 
further development.  It is important that this MOU creates a “clear plan of action that 
serves the interests of both parties and allows for adaptation throughout the course of the 
partnership” (Hanover Research – Academy Administration Practice, 2012).   
There are both broad themes and specific characteristics that can help determine 
the success of a partnership.  The broad themes (into which the specific characteristics 
fall) include shared mission and goals, information sharing, thoughtful leadership, 
operational effectiveness, and relational attributes.  As outlined in the report from 
Hanover Research (2012), and supported by the other literature reviewed, a partnership 
will have a greater chance of success if the partnering organizations clearly and jointly 
work to establish the foundation for the partnership.  This includes the identification of 
the partners, the focus of and type of collaboration, and the goals that the partnership 
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seeks to accomplish. 
In addition to identifying the common elements of successful partnerships, it is 
equally important to articulate barriers to this success.  As is too often the case, 
partnering with an outside organization is misconstrued as a “buyer-seller 
relationship…whereby services are traded at specified prices” (Allen et al., 2010, p. 102).  
Hanover Research (2012) noted that partners who work to identify potential challenges 
and obstacles prior to partnering will have a greater chance at success.   
Potential barriers identified include: 
1. failure to inspire stakeholders 
2. lack of clarity and understanding about purpose, communication, or 
responsibilities 
3. irreconcilable differences in style or philosophy 
4. failure to effectively evaluate and/or improve 
5. unequal balance of power 
6. lack of commitment 
7. unequal balance of cost and benefit 
As important as it is to use the organizational characteristics of success outlined 
previously, it is also vital to keep a close eye on barriers and pitfalls that may prohibit the 
success of a partnership. 
Evaluation of partnerships can help improve their success, purely through self-
reflection, as is found during the evaluation process.  Specifically, partnership evaluation 
can help to (a) assess progress toward goals, (b) improve partnership activities, (c) 
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identify sources of conflict, (d) provide accountability, and (e) increase community 
awareness and support (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2012).  Identifying 
the characteristics of success and developing a tool for evaluation of partnerships 
between traditional Schools of Education and programs offering Alternative Routes to 
Certification has the potential to push the field toward a state of consistent evaluation and 
improvement and ultimately create an increase in successful partnerships. 
Conceptual Framework 
Borrowing from Mohr and Spekman (1994), the conceptual framework that 
guides this investigation is based on two primary concepts.  The first is that educational 
partnerships exhibit behavioral characteristics that differ from, and are more personalized 
than, those found in more traditional business relationships.  The second is that although 
all partnerships tend to exhibit these behavioral characteristics, greater success will be 
found in those that exhibit these characteristics more intensely.  In the Mohr and 
Spekman (1994) study, this intensity was measured by looking at the replies of 140 
participants who completed a survey from the researchers.  The individuals were asked to 
respond to prompts such as “programs at the local level are well coordinated,” “we trust 
that the manufacturer's decisions will be beneficial to our business,” and “this 
manufacturer keeps us fully informed about issues that affect our business.”  The survey 
used a five-point rating scale, with endpoints of strongly agree and strongly disagree. 
Using this conceptual framework, this investigation identified standards of 
success, which were used to create a rubric to evaluate the characteristics common among 
the specific set of partnerships of interest.  More importantly, the rubric also assessed the 
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degree to which these characteristics were exhibited in relation to their measures of 
success, as rated by the individuals involved in the partnership.   
Purpose of the Study 
Currently, there is a limited amount of research on the topic of partnerships 
between traditional Schools of Education and non-traditional teacher training 
organizations.  One of the reasons is that there is lack of a conceptual model to articulate 
common practice and provide guidance to evaluation.  The research is particularly limited 
when looking at partnerships between traditional schools of education and alternative 
certification programs, such as Teach For America.  The majority of the articles that are 
written about the actual university partnership are anecdotal and narrative, and those that 
are empirical are often focused on teacher outcome data rather than on the act of 
partnering.  This study will help to grow that body of empirical research as well as 
establish a conceptual model to guide the development and evaluation of successful 
partnerships. 
Research Question 
The central hypothesis of this investigation is that traditional Schools of 
Education and non-traditional teacher training organizations, such as Teach For America, 
can partner to successfully train teachers who will have a positive impact on the field of 
education.  However, to succeed important aspects of the partnering process must be 
considered, and important steps must be taken to develop, implement, and maintain a 
successful partnership.  The conceptual model for this was articulated above.  The core 
question this investigation sought to answer is the degree to which partnerships between 
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traditional Schools of Education and alternative certification programs that are perceived 
to be successful by the partners, exhibit the attributes outlined in the conceptual model 
that reflect best practice recommendation in the literature.  To test the hypothesis that 
successful partnerships exhibit these characteristics, this investigation developed an 
evaluation rubric based on the findings from the literature and the conceptual model.  I 
then completed a comparative case study of three SoE-Teach For America partnerships 
that have been considered successful by both the partners and Teach For America.  The 
data used to create these case studies included written documentation about each 
partnership, interviews with the directors of each program at the university level, as well 
as the regional TFA support staff, and survey data collected by both Teach For America 
and the University Partner about student outcomes (e.g., course evaluations, corps 
member satisfaction, and performance in the field).  Once each case study was composed, 
the evaluation rubric, based on the conceptual framework articulated above, was used to 
evaluate how well and to what level of intensity each of the partnerships exhibits these 
characteristics.  
Significance of the Study 
As alternative certification programs like Teach For America grow, they will 
continue to seek partners in the field of education to help train and develop their corps 
members.  As of this writing, 51 institutions of higher education are currently partnering 
in some capacity with Teach For America to support the training of corps members.  Yet, 
there is no set of development guidelines or evaluative measures in place to guide these 
partnerships.  In addition, many other alternative certification programs (e.g., The Boston 
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Teacher Residency, the Chicago Academy for Urban School Leadership, The NYC 
Teaching Collaborative) partner with traditional Schools of Education to prepare these 
new teachers.  It is important, therefore, to develop a standard by which to evaluate the 
success of these partnerships so that both the new teachers and the students with whom 
they work in the classroom are well served, and so that the partnership is mutually 
beneficial for both partners.   
Limitations of the Study 
This study is very specific in the nature of partnerships that it addresses.  
Therefore, it may not be widely applicable to the broad field of partnering. It also focuses 
on a limited number of partnerships for the case studies.  Although it includes 
partnerships that represent a variety of institutions (public/private, small/large, etc.) and 
the cases may be representative of these factors under investigation, the small number of 
cases developed limits the generalizability of the findings.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
This investigation consisted of two phases. The first phase tested the hypothesis 
that specific attributes are characteristic of successful partnerships between a traditional 
School of Education (SOE) and alternative certification programs like Teach For 
America (TFA).  Specifically, it examined the hypothesis that the more intensely these 
specific characteristics are exhibited within the partnership, the greater success there will 
be for the partnership, as well as greater satisfaction among the staff of the partnering 
groups and the alternative certification teachers served by the partnership.  The intensity 
of the presence of each characteristic was determined by the ratings provided by 
partnership staff who were interviewed (strongly agree/strongly disagree, completely/not 
at all).  The second phase tested the validity of a rubric that was developed to evaluate 
these partnerships using external reviewers. 
Participants 
The participants in this study were selected from Teach For America University 
Partnerships (TFA-UP).  Nationally, Teach For America currently partners with over 70 
organizations in 53 regions, each with its own arrangement, program, and definition of 
partnership.  A region is defined as a geographic location, typically encompassing a 
major urban area or a collection of rural areas.  Examples of TFA regions include the 
Mississippi Delta, New York City, and the Twin Cities.  Some partnerships are 
established to help Teach For America’s corps members fulfill requirements for state 
teaching licensure or certification, while others are formed to offer graduate degrees.  
Additionally, some provide both.   
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There were several reasons that TFA-UPs were selected, rather than a variety of 
other alternative certification programs.  The first is that TFA is a national program that 
operates in a variety of geographic regions and it works with a multitude of universities 
(e.g., public and private).  This controls for one source of variation in the data.   The 
specific university partnerships included in the list of potential cases were selected based 
on a pre-determined set of criteria.  It would have been possible to randomly sample this 
group to select three or four cases, but more likely than not, this would not have led to a 
useful case study and would not have helped to address the research questions and 
hypothesis developed. 
There were two primary criteria for inclusion in the study. First, the university 
partners had to have been identified as “high quality,” using the corps member 
satisfaction on TFA-internal evaluations, as provided by Teach For America.  Second, the 
university partners had to identify as research-intensive universities with comprehensive 
programs in educator preparation, meaning the programs grant certification in at least 
eight different areas. These universities are nationally recognized, as indicated by a US 
News and World Report ranking in the top quartile of all ranked schools and colleges of 
education.  Of the 10 partnerships that met these criteria, two university partnerships 
agreed to participate in the investigation.  They were invited to a Teach For America 
University Partnership Summit where they engaged in dialogue with other partnerships.  
After the summit, the researcher contacted them to solicit their participation in this study.   
To include a comparative case study, one university partner that fell below the 
threshold for inclusion was added.  There were 36 partnerships that fell below the 25% 
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threshold and/or were not identified as “high quality” by corps member satisfaction data 
at the time of participant selection.  The comparative demographic data is represented in 
Tables 2 and 3 below.  This partnership was selected because it represents a medium-
sized public institution, and there was willingness from the staff to participate in the 
study. 
Table 2 – Specific Qualifying Criteria for Consideration of Case Study 
Institution 
2016 US News & 
World Report 
Rank – 
Education 
Schools 
% 
Ranking 
(out of 246 
SoEs) 
Minimum of 8 
certification 
programs 
Alverno College N/P N/A no 
American University Unranked  N/A yes 
Arizona State University 17 7% yes 
Athens State University Unranked N/A yes 
Boston University 52 21% yes 
Buena Vista University Unranked N/A yes 
Cardinal Stritch University N/P N/A yes 
Chaminade University N/P N/A yes 
College of Notre Dame – Maryland Unranked N/A yes 
Dominican University Unranked N/A no 
East Carolina University 184 75% yes 
Fordham University 59 24% yes 
George Mason University 46 19% yes 
Georgia State University 71 29% yes 
Hamline University N/P N/A yes 
Hunter College Unranked N/A yes 
Johns Hopkins University 1 0.4% yes 
Lipscomb University Unranked N/A yes 
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Loyola Marymount University 59 24% yes 
Marian University N/P N/A yes 
Marquette University 115 47% yes 
Mercer University Unranked N/A yes 
National-Louis University N/P N/A yes 
Oakland University 158 64% yes 
Oglala Lakota College Unranked N/A no 
Rhode Island College Unranked N/A yes 
Rio Salado College Unranked N/A yes 
Rockhurst University N/P N/A yes 
Rowan University N/P N/A yes 
San Diego State University 71 29% yes 
Seton Hall University Unranked N/A yes 
Sinte Gleska University Unranked N/A no 
University of Colorado – Denver 96 39% yes 
University of Hawaii 76 31% no 
University of Michigan 11 4% yes 
University of Missouri – St. Louis 136 55% yes 
University of Nevada – Las Vegas 172 70% yes 
University of New Mexico – Gallup 115 47% no 
University of New Orleans Unranked N/A yes 
Univ. of North Carolina – Charlotte 76 30% yes 
University of Pennsylvania 7 3% yes 
University of Phoenix Unranked N/A yes 
University of Washington 6 2% yes 
University of West Alabama N/P N/A yes 
Western New Mexico University Unranked N/A yes 
Wilmington University Unranked N/A yes 
*N/P-not provided    **N/A-not available 
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Table 3 – Demographic Information on Qualifying Universities 
Institution Private/ Public 
Total 
Univ.  
Enrol. 
Total          
SOE 
Enrollment 
2016 
# of 
CMs 
2016 
Alumni 
in 
Region 
Year 
Region 
Est. 
Arizona State 
University Public 73,373 
Total: 5,219 
Grad: 2,462 
UG: 2,757 
115 880 1994 
Boston 
University Private 32,727 
Total: 1080 
Grad: 737 
UG: 343 
230 2000 2009 
Johns 
Hopkins 
University 
Private 21,327 
Total: 1,542 
Grad: 1,542 
UG: 0 
180 890 1992 
Loyola 
Marymount 
University 
Private 9,369 
Total: 1,750 
Grad: 1,402 
UG:250 
545 5,645 1990 
University of 
Michigan Public 40,166 
Total: 768 
Grad: 473 
UG: 295 
75 780 2010 
University of 
Pennsylvania Private 24,630 
Total: 1,222 
Grad: 1,222 
UG: 0 
140 1275 2003 
University of 
Washington Public 43,762 
Total: 692 
Grad: 402 
UG: 290 
40 875 2011 
                                                                                 *Data collected in 2016 
Once the list of qualifying institutions was compiled, it was reviewed to select two 
participants that would represent different types of universities (i.e. public/private, 
small/large). An additional institution was selected from the list of those that did not 
qualify to provide comparison data. 
Please note that the three selected institutions are referenced in this dissertation 
using pseudonyms.  The institutions have been given the following names, which you 
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will see referenced throughout this dissertation: Glanville University, Dorinda University, 
and Frankel University. All efforts have been made to remove any identifying 
characteristics of the three universities.  
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Procedures – Phase 1 
Having identified the universities that met the criteria, the investigator contacted 
the program director at each university to solicit their participation in the study.  This list 
was selected out of the more than 60 partners (including 51 IHEs) that exist in the 
network, based on the criteria outlined earlier.  The Teach For America Vice President of 
Strategic Partnerships, whom is also interested in the results of the investigation, also 
supported these efforts.  This Vice President also supplied the relevant data and 
documentation about partnerships that was held by TFA. 
Research Protocol 
To catalog the characteristics of these partnerships that were evaluated, this 
investigation employed a case study method.  Case study is considered a form of 
ethnography, which is the most fundamental level means writing about groups of people 
(Creswell, 2012).  Case studies differ slightly from pure ethnography in that rather than 
looking at a group of people, they are used to focus on a program or event that involves 
those people.  Case study research is “the detailed examination of a single example of a 
class of phenomena…it may be useful in the preliminary stages of an investigation since 
it provides hypotheses, which may be tested systematically with a larger number of 
cases” (Flyvbjerg, 2006).  Gerring (2004) defines a case study as “an intensive study of a 
single unit for the purpose of understanding a larger class of (similar) units” (p. 342).  
Case studies may focus on only one specific case (unit, organization, or group) at a time, 
but their evaluations are used to illuminate the characteristics and traits that may be 
prevalent in other similar cases.   
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If we want to analyze a case, we need not only its characteristics or behaviors; we 
also need the method of interpreting it and placing it in a context (Ragin, 1992).  As 
Tellis suggests, “case study is an ideal methodology when a holistic, in-depth 
investigation is needed” (1997, p. 1).  Creating these case studies provides a holistic 
description of each partnership, which can be used to compare and contrast the degree 
and intensity to which their use of the common characteristics of successful partnerships 
contributes to their own success through use of the evaluation rubric.  The overall number 
of cases used to complete a study may vary, and as a result, may be evaluated using either 
qualitative or quantitative techniques.  It can also be argued that the case study method is 
strengthened when both methods are used (Baxter & Jack, 2008). 
Although social science research involves the quest for new theories and the 
testing of existing theories, it often focuses on the testing rather than on the developing.  
Ragin (1992) explains that case study is about defining the topic, including the hypothesis 
and the outcome, as well as the additional cases that offer relevant information pertaining 
to the defined hypothesis.  Overall, case studies tend to be theory generating rather than 
theory confirming because of the smaller sample sizes.  Including additional cases in a 
study helps to work toward the goal of confirming, or disconfirming, the theory that was 
developed based on the initial case. 
When conducting case study research, it is the responsibility of the researcher to 
provide as much detail as possible to allow the reader to assess the validity and credibility 
of the research project.  Gerring (2004) articulates seven strengths and weaknesses to be 
considered when undertaking a case study.  He states that case studies are generally more 
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useful when: 
a. inferences are descriptive rather than causal, 
b. propositional depth is prized over breadth and boundness, 
c. (internal) case comparability is given precedence over (external) case 
representativeness, 
d. insight into causal mechanisms is more important than insight into causal effects, 
e. the causal proposition at issue is invariant rather than probabilistic, 
f. the strategy of research is exploratory rather than confirmatory, 
g. useful variance is available for only a single unit or a small number of units. 
(p. 352)  
According to Ruddin (2006), the argument also stands that case studies “need not 
make any claims about the generalizability of their findings,” (p. 804) but rather that they 
are naturally generalized based on the use that others make of them.  This does not 
excuse the researcher from efforts to make the case study as generalizable as possible; in 
fact, it is the responsibility of the researcher to illustrate the case that they have studied in 
a way that properly illuminates all of its unique features. 
The definition presented by Simons (2009) helps to further substantiate that a case 
study is in fact the proper method for educational partnership research.  She defines case 
study as “an in-depth exploration of the complexity and uniqueness of a particular 
project, policy, institution, program or system in a ‘real life’ context” ( p. 21).  She also 
emphasizes that although it is often referred to as case study methodology, it is not in fact 
a method of researching, but rather a method of choosing what will be researched by 
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whatever other methods we choose, qualitatively or quantitatively.  
Case study research depends greatly on the collection of evidence in many forms, 
all of which come with their own levels of difficulty of retrieval, researcher or reporter 
bias, and/or costliness.  Some recommended sources of data include: documentation, 
archival records, interviews, direct observation, or physical artifacts (Tellis, 1997).  When 
collecting evidence, it will quickly become apparent what sources are readily available 
and which will require more tenacity.  It is important to continue to pursue even the most 
difficult sources, as all the evidence adds to the completeness of the case. 
Based on the criteria and descriptors of each type of case, as outlined by Baxter 
and Jack (2008), below are the categories most relevant to this research: 
Descriptive case study – used to describe an intervention or phenomenon and the 
real-life context in which it occurred (Yin, 1989). 
Multiple-case study – enables the researcher to explore differences within and 
between cases. The goal is to replicate findings across cases. Because 
comparisons will be drawn, it is imperative that the cases are chosen carefully so 
that the researcher can predict similar results across cases, or predict contrasting 
results based on a theory (Yin, 1989). 
Instrumental case study – used to accomplish something other than understanding 
a particular situation. It provides insight into an issue or helps to refine a theory. 
The case is of secondary interest; it plays a supportive role, facilitating our 
understanding of something else. The case is often looked at in depth, its contexts 
scrutinized, its ordinary activities detailed, because it helps the researcher pursue 
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the external interest. The case may or may not be seen as typical of other cases 
(Stake, 1995). 
In an effort to write the strongest and most generalizable case study that I can, I kept the 
seven concepts outlined by Gerring (2004) at the forefront as I crafted, researched, and 
wrote each case.  To develop these case studies, the researcher identified the class or 
subclass to which the particular case belongs.  In this investigation, this included: 
1) Class: Partnerships 
a) Sub-class: Teach For America University Partnerships  
i) Case: Name of Specific University Teach For America Partnership 
Plan for Data Collection 
Many experts on case study methodology recommend similar principles for data 
collection, likely all stemming from the set of recommendations made by Yin: use 
multiple sources of data, create a case study database, and maintain a chain of evidence 
(Yin, 1989).  In an effort to create a strong case study of each partnership, the following 
information was collected, where available, from and about each partnership: 
1. Memorandum of Understanding  
2. Program curriculum, including course sequences and descriptions 
3. Organizational chart, including all staff involved in the partnership, to 
include staff résumés 
4. List of all faculty involved in administering or teaching in the partnership, 
to include faculty CVs 
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5. Financial arrangement, including tuition and scholarship costs, as well as 
overall budget 
6. Minutes from Advisory Board Meetings 
7. Any articles or dissertations written or published about the partnership 
from authors within the school 
8. Student course evaluation summaries 
Not all documents were provided by each of the partners. Below is a table outlining 
which documents were received from the three partnerships.   
Table 4 – Documents Collected From Selected Partnerships 
  Frankel University 
Glanville 
University 
Dorinda 
University 
Memorandum of 
Understanding yes yes no 
Program Curriculum none yes yes 
Organizational Chart 
(Staff and Resumes) yes, no resumes yes, no resumes yes 
List of Faculty 
(Including CVs)  most faculty 
all education 
faculty yes 
Financial Arrangement 
(Program Costs)  yes yes yes 
Advisory Board 
Meetings Minutes yes not applicable not applicable 
Articles/Dissertations  none none none 
Student Course 
Evaluation Summaries will not provide will not provide will not provide 
Website yes yes yes 
 
In addition to the document collection, I conducted a survey of all partner staff (see 
Appendix 4), as well as focus groups and one-on-one interviews with those involved in 
direct administration of the partnerships.  These interviews, as well as the documents 
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collected, were coded based on the list of common attributes found in the literature and 
presented in Table 8. 
Preserving a chain of evidence as each step is conducted is vital to the research 
process because it helps the researcher show how specific conclusions were reached.  In 
constructing this chain, the researcher must explicitly cite the pieces of evidence that are 
used to shift from “data-collection to within-case analysis to cross-case analysis and to 
overall findings and conclusions” (Yin, 1981).  A strong case study will be created if the 
researcher can confidently show how the transition from one stage to the next occurs and 
is able to provide evidence explaining those moves.  To facilitate creating this chain of 
evidence, the collected data was stored within a qualitative research software file.   
Participant Input 
The bulk of data collection for this project consisted of document analysis; 
however, there was some level of participant input.  Working within each partnership 
there were regional staff members for Teach For America and university staff members 
who worked for the School or College of Education being studied.  Together they created 
the partnerships and continued to develop and shape them. These individuals provided 
the greatest wealth of resources—collected through interviews—for my research.  These 
surveys and interviews were coded based on themes found in the research, as were the 
collected documents.  A list of initial codes can be found in Appendix 5.  These codes 
were developed based on partnership themes found in the literature.  I used nVivo 
qualitative research software to facilitate the coding and thematization of the data. 
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Data Analysis 
For data collection, I lay out below the five basic guidelines and steps that I 
followed when coding the collected data.  These have been adapted from Darke, Shanks, 
and Broadbent (1998): 
1. assign themes and concepts found in the literature to a selected case 
2. combine these themes and concepts into related categories 
3. identify links between the categories 
4. verify these links against the data 
5. integrate the categories into a theory 
Although effort was made to reduce the mountainous amount of data into 
digestible pieces, it was important to maintain the quality of the narrative and, if in doubt, 
to overshare the information to create a complete picture of the case.  A case study is 
presented almost as if it was a story, and it should be an interesting and convincing one 
that is written both clearly and effectively. 
Procedures – Phase 2 
Whereas phase 1 of this study was complete, phase 2 only included the initial 
stages of a study.  Based on a review of the literature, a conceptual framework for 
evaluating the success, or potential success, of educational partnerships was developed 
(see Figure 15 – Fridhi Model of Successful Partnerships).  From this framework, a rubric 
was developed to evaluate Alternative Certification University Partnerships based on 
factors indicative of success.  Once the case studies were completed, I evaluated them 
using this rubric.  Next, I utilized two to three additional trained raters from each of the 
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partner institutions to use the same rubric to evaluate the same case studies.  I calculated 
Fleiss’ Kappa to determine inter-rater reliability and initial efficacy of the rubric.  Fleiss’ 
Kappa is a statistical measure for assessing the reliability of agreement between a fixed 
number of raters (more than 2) when assigning categorical ratings to a number of items or 
classifying items.  A Kappa value of 0.50 or higher can be deemed moderate agreement 
and indicates an effective rubric (Fleiss, 1971). 
Summary 
The proliferation of Alternative Certification-University Partnerships across the 
United States necessitates study and evaluation so that we can learn from them and 
develop processes to guide the development of new partnerships that support new teacher 
training in some of the highest need schools and districts in our country.  Both partners in 
these relationships have the same goal of training quality teachers to work with students 
who need them the most, whether students in poor urban or rural schools, non-native 
English speakers, or students with special needs. It is our responsibility as education 
professionals to ensure that these teachers receive the highest quality training that we can 
provide as an outcome of these Teach For America University Partnerships, and that both 
partners are contributing to the success of the partnership.  Through in depth research, 
document analysis, interviews, and an evaluation rubric, I will work to create this guide 
and this process for evaluation that they need.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 Educational partnerships have seen tremendous growth over the past four 
decades, particularly those focused on teacher training (Bainer, 1997).  However, the 
research on this topic has not grown at the same rate.  Having observed numerous 
partnerships in action, it was evident that there was something special about those that 
were succeeding.  It was clear that more needed to be known about these successful 
partnerships to develop a system of evaluation and improvement and eventually a guide 
for developing new partnerships. 
 This dissertation seeks to examine the hypothesis that there are specific attributes 
characteristic of a successful partnership between a traditional School of Education 
(SOE) and alternative certification programs like Teach For America (TFA) and that the 
more intensely these specific characteristics are exhibited, the greater success there will 
be for the partnership, and the greater satisfaction among the staff of the partnering 
groups and the teachers served by the partnership. 
To compare and contrast various Teach For America partnerships, three 
universities were selected, data were collected (including documents, surveys, and 
interviews), and a case study was written about each of them.  All three of these 
universities partner with TFA in their respective regions.  The purpose of these case 
studies was to draw out the similarities and differences among the partnerships, and to 
identify characteristics related to success.  The three universities have been given 
pseudonyms and all identifying characteristics have been removed or slightly modified to 
keep the identities of the universities and associated staff members confidential. 
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Review of Data Demographics 
 The focus of this research was educational partnerships between traditional 
Schools of Education (SOE) and non-traditional teacher training organizations in this 
case, with a focus on those partnerships with Teach For America.  This focus was 
selected because there is a national presence of this type of partnership, with one constant 
being Teach For America, while the Schools of Education varied.  This allowed for 
comparison among similar partnerships with different characteristics such as school size, 
geographic location, age, etc.  Two partnerships from a qualifying list (see criteria p. 36) 
were selected as well as an additional partnership that did not meet the criteria but was 
used as a comparison case.  The general demographics of the three partnerships are 
included in Table 5 below: 
Table 5 – General Demographics of Selected Partnerships 
Institution Private/ Public 
Est 
Total.  
Enroll 
Est 
Total          
SOE 
Enroll 
2016 # of 
Corps 
Members 
2016 
Alumni 
in 
Region 
2016 
USNWR 
% Rank 
Year TFA 
Region 
Established 
Dorinda 
University Public 60,000 2,000 100–115 1,600 7% 1994 
Frankel 
University Private 9,300 1,350 500–550 5,500 24% 1990 
Glanville 
University Public 28,000 2,300 150–170 450 30% 2004 
 
The three universities range in size from just under 10,000 total students to over 60,000 
students, with the respective schools of education varying in size from 1,000 to 2,500 
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students.  The total number of current corps members in the three regions ranges from 
100 to 500 and the number of alumni in the geographic area in which the universities are 
located ranges from under 500 to over 5,000.  To further differentiate these partnerships, 
the regions with which the universities partner range in age from 12 years to 26 years old 
with the specific partnerships having been established anywhere from just under 10 years 
ago to over 20 years.  Finally, the two qualifying cases rank in the top 25% of US News 
and World Report ranked schools of education, and the third comparison case is ranked 
below the top quartile. 
 Dorinda University has the largest student population, and it is a public university 
located in an urban region of the country.  Although Teach For America has been 
working in the region since 1994, they have only partnered with the university for just 
over 10 years.  Over this time, the university’s relationship with TFA has grown and now 
includes not just the training of current corps members in the region, but also supporting 
the TFA summer institute, long-term professional development of TFA alumni in the 
area, and recruitment of TFA corps members nationally.        
 Frankel University is the smallest of the partners studied in terms of student 
population at the university, with only 9,300 students, but it has the largest corps member 
cohort of the three partnerships studied, and one of the largest cohorts in the country 
among all partners and regions.  Frankel is a private religious university located in a large 
urban region, and ultimately it supports the work for three separate TFA regions in the 
state.  When the partnership was first established it supported corps members in the main 
location where the university is located.  Over the years as TFA expanded within the state 
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and acknowledged the success of the partnership, the university’s support expanded to 
train teachers in two additional satellite locations. 
 Glanville University is a medium-sized public university, with just over 28,000 
students, located in an urban area, but supporting a significant rural region in the state.  
This partnership and TFA region are the youngest of the group that was studied, but the 
university and Teach For America began their work together shortly after the region 
began.  As one of the younger regions and partners, it is not surprising that they also have 
one of the smallest alumni bases in the country, something that often helps to grow the 
TFA culture and visibility in a geographic region.  Additionally, this partnership has had 
some growth challenges and has seen a decline in enrollment due to external factors. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
 The plan for data collection and data analysis focused predominantly on 
document collection and individual interviews and surveys.  The original plan involved 
collecting the following information (where available) from each partnership: a) 
Memorandum of Understanding, b) program curriculum (including course sequences and 
descriptions), c) organizational chart and resumes of faculty and staff, the financial 
arrangement between the partners (including tuition and scholarship costs), d) as well as 
overall budget, minutes from Advisory Board Meetings, e) any articles or dissertations 
written or published about the partnership from authors within the school, f) student 
course evaluation summaries, and g) website copy.   To get additional context about each 
partnership, individuals involved in directly supporting the work from both the university 
and Teach For America were interviewed. The interviews focused on questions 
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pertaining to relational aspects and satisfaction and success within the partnership.  
Finally, Teach For America provided survey data specific to corps member satisfaction 
with their university coursework.  All of these sources were reviewed and coded to 
review characteristics and levels of success within each partnership.  This coded data was 
used to write a case study about each partnership, which was then used to complete an 
evaluation rubric to determine the success of each partnership.  The full-length case 
studies are included here and the rubric can be found in Appendix 6. 
 The majority of the proposed plan was followed although some variation occurred 
with respect to which documents were able to be collected.  None of the universities was 
willing to provide student course evaluation summaries, even anonymous versions.  
Although this is somewhat understandable, it did create a challenge when trying to truly 
assess the satisfaction of the students in the partnership.  Additionally, none of the groups 
was willing to provide budget information.  I was able to obtain general costs associated 
with the program (tuition and fees) and could estimate how much income was generated, 
but I have no way of knowing the costs associated with the program and therefore cannot 
make an assessment on the financial health of the partnership.  Of the three partnerships, 
only two provided a copy of their Memorandum of Understanding, but Teach For 
America’s general counsel confirmed that the MOU for the third partnership mirrored 
that of the first two.  Finally, only one of the three partnerships had a formalized advisory 
board.  As a result, I was only able to collect meeting minutes for them and not for the 
two other partnerships. 
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Case Study: Dorinda University 
Over time all relationships change.  As the relationship between the two parties 
matures, the ecosystem changes, politics get involved, and as a bevy of other external 
factors impacts the relationship, it changes.  The bond that has been built between two 
parties over the years looks different than it did at the outset. The Dorinda University 
partnership with Teach For America (TFA) is no different.  As one of the universities that 
has been involved with TFA for nearly half of TFA’s existence, Dorinda University has 
seen the core of the partnership change. 
Historically the Dorinda University–Teach For America relationship has been 
very strong, due in large part to the support from the university leadership.    According 
to one of the staff members interviewed, the President “has a firm belief in education 
starting at a young age and stands behind TFA’s mission.”  He is extremely committed to 
the program, particularly as it serves the region in which Dorinda University is located.  
The President often hosts events to help recruit undergraduate students for the TFA 
program in hopes that these capable young people will remain in the region teaching in 
local schools.  There is a clear sense from partnership staff that the President of Dorinda 
University “is very invested in TFA as an organization.”  In addition to the President, the 
Dean of the school of education sits on the TFA regional board of advisors, so there is 
relationship building happening on many levels.  A partnership survey was administered 
in which 100% of respondents indicated that they feel there is a commitment to TFA 
from the highest levels of the University.  According to survey results, the same cannot 
be said about the perceived commitment on behalf of Teach For America. Two-thirds of 
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those surveyed believe that there is only “somewhat” of a commitment to the partnership 
from the highest levels of Teach For America.  Please note that this question specifically 
addressed commitment from the highest levels of TFA, not those directly involved in the 
day-to-day operations.  To use the relationship analogy again, it only works well if both 
partners are committed to the success of the partnership.  It may be true that at times one 
partner is putting in more work than the other, but ultimately the two must come together 
in some equal fashion to achieve mutual success.  The relationship will ebb and flow, but 
it is the hope that eventually it will reach equilibrium and ultimately success.  In late-
2015 when this data was collected, the Dorinda University TFA partnership was working 
its way through some growing pains.  One of the university staff members, who has been 
with the partnership since the beginning, noted that “there has been a lot of change in 
TFA and it is not what it was.”  This comment captures the degree to which the Dorinda 
University staff feel they have a stronger commitment to the partnership than does TFA.  
The Dorinda staff has been stable throughout the partnership whereas the TFA staff has 
been more transitory, which challenged the sense of stability and mutual growth within 
the partnership. 
University and Partnership Overview 
 All partnerships are rooted in the fundamental elements that each partner brings 
into the relationship and this partnership is no different.  Dorinda University is a large, 
public university founded in the late 19th century as a normal school.  These factors 
influence the way in which it has developed its teacher training programs as well as the 
way in which it interacts with outside organizations.  The size and location of the 
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university also influences the work that it does.  The total enrollment of the university at 
the campus that supports the TFA partnership is just over 60,000 students.  The student 
body is approximately 60% Caucasian, 20% Hispanic, and 20% students of other races, a 
population that represents the geographic area where the university is based.  
 Within this larger university community is the Dorinda University Teachers 
College, comprised of a group of faculty and staff focused on the preparation of teachers, 
counselors, and administrators, and enrolling approximately 2,000 students.  The college 
offers numerous degrees at all levels, including bachelor’s degrees in Elementary 
Education, Physical Education, Secondary Education, and Special Education; Master’s 
degrees in Curriculum and Instruction, Educational Administration, Educational 
Psychology, Educational Technology; and doctoral degrees within concentrations 
including leadership, policy, and learning.  In addition to the traditional degree seeking 
programs, the Teachers College utilizes a variety of partnerships to prepare its students 
for practice and actively fosters ties with the community.  These partnerships include a 
Teaching Fellows program, a Leadership Academy, a Young Scholars Academy, and a 
Teach For America (TFA) partnership. 
 Dorinda University’s partnership with Teach For America was formed over 10 
years ago, with a focus on recruitment, teacher support and development, alumni 
leadership, and the TFA summer institute.  This relationship is one of the more complex 
and comprehensive in which TFA is involved, as most TFA university partners do not 
support the summer institute or work with local alumni.  Corps members that serve in and 
around the Dorinda University area have the opportunity to complete a master’s degree 
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and earn teaching certification while teaching full-time in a classroom of their own.  
Students can complete their master’s degree in two years, with a total of 48 credits.  
Although Dorinda University’s teachers college may be considered “traditional,” its 
faculty and administration have worked to create a program tailored specifically to the 
needs and unique experiences of the TFA corps members.  This is one indicator of the 
way in which the partnership is influencing practice.  Rather than keeping the traditional 
“way it’s always been done,” the university is being responsive to the needs of its 
students and adapting curriculum to address them.   
The program costs students approximately $22,000; however, the President’s 
Office subsidizes tuition by guaranteeing that all corps members receive in-state tuition 
rates, in effect providing a discounted rate or scholarship for this population of students.  
Many discussions about the teaching profession focus on the cost of teacher preparation 
programs in relation to the salaries earned by early career teachers, so it is not surprising 
that the cost of this program would be a concern.  The effect this has on partnership 
perception is evident, as survey respondents indicate that there is strong financial support 
for the partnership.  Not only is this tuition discount beneficial to the students enrolled in 
the program, but it ultimately has a positive effect on Teach For America at large, and 
particularly benefits the city and state where Dorinda University is located.  When 
individuals are applying to Teach For America, they are asked to list their preference for 
regions they would like to be placed in.  It is assumed that when they are considering 
regions they look at not only the student populations they will be working with and the 
part of the country they will be living in, but also the cost of living and cost of 
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coursework and certification.   
This partnership was founded in 2006 and, at the time of data collection (2015), 
enrolled 135 TFA Corps Members, nearly 5% of all corps members in the country.  The 
partnership works with 30 public school districts to place teachers, and it works with a 
limited number of charter schools.  Although there is no evidence to support this specific 
situation, the political landscape in a region often influences whether teachers are placed 
in public or charter schools, or a combination of districts. Although some partnerships 
limit the fields in which they prepare teachers, the Dorinda University partnership covers 
the spectrum, providing training and placement in the following content areas: 
Elementary grades 1–6, English as a Second Language grades 1–6, English as a Second 
Language grades 7–12, English/Language Arts grades 7–12, Mathematics grades 7–12, 
Science grades 7–12, Social Studies/History Grades 7–12, Special Education grades 1–6, 
and Special Education grades 7–12.  All TFA regions have different requirements with 
regard to the graduate coursework that their corps members must take at the partner 
university, and many regions have multiple partners, further complicating these 
relationships.  The Dorinda University TFA region also partners with a community 
college that offers an online program leading to teacher certification.  As a result, only 
about 65% to 70% of all corps members in the region currently enroll in the Dorinda 
University program.  In this region there is equal representation of both programs, and 
corps members are encouraged to choose the best option for them.  The regional TFA 
staff work in concert with Dorinda University staff to share information and promote the 
graduate degree teacher certification program. 
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Thematic Findings 
In my evaluation of this partnership in preparation to write this case study, three 
distinct themes emerged, and these themes echo what is found in the literature with 
regard to the characteristics of educational partnerships that indicate their strength and 
potential success.  Those three themes are: commitment, communication, and evaluation.  
The Dorinda University Teach For America partnership is over a decade old, with a 
successful history and strong relationship, so a lot of information was gathered related to 
these characteristics. Evidence of each of these themes was found not only in partnership 
documentation, but also in interview and survey responses. 
Commitment 
As previously outlined, the university leadership has committed to supporting this 
partnership financially and they have also committed to supporting it from a human 
resource aspect.  The partnership has established a staffing model to support their 
sizeable cohorts, with two dedicated staff members and a graduate assistant, as well as 
numerous support staff.  Although it is clear that the President of the university and the 
Dean of Education are involved in the leadership of the partnership, it is unclear as to 
which faculty or staff at Dorinda are involved in daily operations or if leadership in 
general is based on knowledge or on needs.  An organizational chart provided by the 
university partner indicates that there is coordination with numerous other student offices 
on campus, likely leading to successful support of corps members throughout their time 
at the university.  This indicates that all staff at the university are committed to 
supporting the partnership and the corps members, some directly, some indirectly.  
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 Although a copy of the Dorinda University TFA Partnership Memorandum of 
Understanding was not available for review, Teach For America general counsel 
confirmed that it is likely that it mirrors other MOUs used for similar partnerships across 
the country, whereby the two groups commit to supporting novice teachers to make 
academic gains with their students in local urban or rural low-income schools.  Based on 
survey responses, the majority feels that the goals of the partnership are realistic, have 
been well defined, and are well communicated.  More importantly, the majority of 
respondents feel as though there is flexibility among the partners to meet these goals.  
These responses indicate that the two partners are committed to supporting the 
partnership. 
In addition to current corps members, there are approximately 1,600 TFA alumni 
in the region, not all of whom matriculated through the Dorinda University partnership, 
but who may have relocated to the area from other Teach For America regions.  The 
university has further committed to this partnership by working to keep alumni who may 
be interested in taking on leadership roles in the region working in local schools and 
districts.  As part of this goal, the university annually offers five fellowships for Teach 
For America alumni who choose to pursue graduate degrees in educational leadership at 
the Teachers College.  The Fellowship has ten current students and fifteen graduates.  
One final part of this partnership is the coordination and commitment to the TFA 
Summer Institute, a five-week program designed to prepare new corps members to 
become teachers in urban and rural schools.  Held at the Dorinda University campus, in 
one of only a few cities nationwide selected to host a summer institute, it provides 
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training for approximately 700 corps members.  This summer institute trains corps 
members who will spend two years teaching in the Dorinda University metro area, as 
well as those from other TFA regions.   
In 2013, TFA named Dorinda University one of the top 20 large universities in 
the country for helping to recruit their undergraduate students into the Teach For America 
corps, further testament to the university’s commitment to increasing not only the teacher 
population, but specifically the minority teacher population and those teachers who will 
choose to work in under-served urban and rural schools. 
Overall, the partners are committed to each other and committed to the success of 
the partnership, something that should not be taken lightly.  Successful, long-term 
partnering requires continued nurturing and support.  Dorinda University knows what it 
takes to make this happen, but it is important that both partners continue to make it a 
priority.   
Communication 
As with any successful relationship, communication is key.  It appears that one of 
the primary challenges facing the Dorinda University partnership is staffing turnover, 
which adversely affects partnership communication.  The staff members involved on the 
university side have remained relatively constant, but there has been significant turnover 
in TFA staffing.  This has affected recruitment of new corps members, as well as the 
admissions process and onboarding for matriculated corps members.  The constant 
training of new staff people in the processes involved in the partnership takes time, and 
the proficiency and effectiveness of the partnership suffers during this transition from one 
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staff person to another.  This turnover may be what is leading those surveyed to feel that 
roles and responsibilities are not necessarily clearly defined. 
One staff member commented, with regard to TFA, “they have had a lot of 
change, so I think communication and things like that have been lost.”  The majority of 
those surveyed do not feel as though partnership communication is lacking, but do feel 
that it is inefficient, and there is split opinion regarding the timeliness and openness of 
communication. The idea that transition is affecting the partnership is echoed by TFA 
staff as well, who feel that the partners are “still evolving our approaches to be fully 
succinct to communicate clearly to corps members.  This has affected how the program is 
perceived.”  Another staff member indicated “we aren’t moving forward because we are 
mentoring new people so it feels like we are in a holding pattern.”  It is evident that the 
high rate of staff turnover has affected both communication and perception of the 
partnership but that both parties are aware of the issue and are actively working to 
improve it.  Despite what seems like a functioning, stable, and successful partnership, 
those involved in the day-to-day operations do not yet feel that the partnership is 
influencing policies or systems nor operating successfully.  Fortunately it appears that 
this is only an internal perception at this point as none of those surveyed felt strongly that 
there are negative perceptions of the partnership.  Based on the survey and interview 
responses, it is clear that communication has been strong in the past, but it is currently a 
pain point for this partnership.  Fortunately, they both acknowledge the challenge and are 
working to resolve it. 
At the outset of this partnership, Dorinda University and Teach For America built 
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a strong foundation for effective and successful communication, but this foundation has 
suffered over time as the staff working together have changed repeatedly.  It will remain 
ever important for both partners to do their best to ensure at least one consistent point 
person to lead this partnership into the future. 
Evaluation 
The Dorinda University TFA Partnership does not currently have a formal 
advisory board in place; however, according to one staff member who was interviewed, 
“informally there is definitely a set group of people that have discussions that serve as an 
advisory board type, but they are all employed by Dorinda or TFA, not members on a 
board from the outside.”  The partners also indicate that there is a “think tank” made up 
of stakeholders who meet to discuss recruitment of corps members and other avenues for 
partnering, but this group does not work to evaluate or advise the current partnership. 
Although no formal structure is in place, the two partners set aside time to meet 
and work on evaluating and improving the partnership.  Neither feels strongly at the 
moment that there is enough feedback or evaluation, but they are putting a plan in place 
to improve that.  The partners are asking questions like “How are our two pieces 
supporting and elevating each other and playing to each other’s strengths and value add?” 
and “what does this partnership look like when it is at its best?”  They see the path ahead 
and understand that once they answer these questions, their future communications will 
be “stronger and more purposeful.”  All those surveyed indicate that both partners are 
committed to supporting and sustaining the relationship.  There is also an overwhelming 
willingness to promote change within the partnership, which is an acknowledgment that 
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there is room for growth and improvement. 
It is difficult to improve without knowing what areas need improvement, and this 
is best done through assessment and evaluation.  Dorinda and TFA have begun to put the 
pieces in place to create a system of evaluation and improvement.  They are asking the 
right questions and are comfortable having difficult conversations, which are important 
pieces of evaluation, particularly when dealing with a complex and longstanding 
partnership.  With continued work and a clear plan, it is likely that the Dorinda TFA 
partnership will develop a plan for evaluation that will ultimately improve their 
partnership.  
Other Findings 
In addition to the staff and administration at both the university and Teach For 
America, the corps members who are being trained also have opinions about the 
partnership.  Partnership staff have expressed a concern about the amount of coursework 
and the overall workload for the current corps members.  It is observed that corps 
members struggle academically as well as emotionally while trying to balance the 
challenges of being a first-year teacher in a potentially challenging classroom while 
simultaneously taking graduate level coursework.   The university often faces challenges 
in terms of adequately preparing for the start of a new class or a new semester because 
they are dependent on corps members to complete and return paperwork, which 
sometimes gets deprioritized among the many other competing demands on their time.  
Both the university and Teach For America want the corps members to have a successful 
and positive experience and work to ensure that their needs are prioritized among those of 
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the partnership at large.  
All TFA teachers enrolled in the Dorinda University partnership answered the 
following question: “How strongly do you agree/disagree that your university 
coursework/alternative certification program contributes to your success with students?” 
A summary of student responses spanning the academic years 2009–2014 is below: 
 
Figure 1– Dorinda University Corps Member Success 
67% of students indicated some level of agreement, 11% were neutral, and 22% indicated 
some level of disagreement.  The fact that well over 50% of corps members feel as 
though their coursework at Dorinda University is directly contributing to their success in 
the classroom is a testament to the work that the partnership staff is doing. 
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Conclusion 
The highest levels of the university are committed to the success of this 
partnership.  Their hard work has resulted in Dorinda University receiving at least one 
prestigious award.  For all the reasons outlined in this case study, this partnership is 
operating successfully, although not yet perfectly.  Those surveyed all agree that not only 
is the partnership making a difference, but it is also mutually beneficial to both partners.  
Yet oddly enough, partnership members do not feel overly satisfied.  It is clear that both 
groups need to continue to work on communication and relationship building, as well as 
evaluation and improvement. 
 
*Please note that any factual information contained in this case study was retrieved from 
actual sources, but those sources have not been cited in an effort to maintain the 
anonymity of the universities and partnerships. 
 
  
 
Figure 2 – Dorinda University – Partner Survey Question Bank 1 
 (To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?) 
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Figure 3 – Dorinda University – Partner Survey Question Bank 2 
(Please rate how well the statements above describe your partnership.) 
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Figure 4 – Dorinda University – Partner Survey Question Bank 3 
 (Please rate how well the statements below describe your partnership.) 
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Case Study: Frankel University 
When a partnership has multiple parties, it becomes less like a marriage between 
two people and more like a family with multiple children.  Now, rather than managing 
the needs of two people, you are concerned with four or five different sets of emotions, 
reactions, and necessities.  This is the case with the Frankel University–Teach For 
America partnership.  Although on the surface there are two clear partners, the university 
and TFA, there are actually multiple TFA regions all working with Frankel University, 
each bringing their own needs and challenges.  Frankel University supports three separate 
regions in the state, one on their main campus and two at satellite locations.  In each 
region, TFA has its own staff, its own corps member culture, and its own strategy.  
Weaving all of these together in conjunction with the Frankel University culture and 
community is a huge challenge, but one that the staff have been more or less successful in 
managing. 
University and Partnership Overview 
Frankel University, a large religious university, is located in a major metropolitan 
city and achieved university status around 1930.  These three factors alone provide a 
context and culture specific to this university that likely influences the work that it does. 
The university currently has a total enrollment of around 9,000 students, nearly 1,500 of 
which are students in the school of education.  The overall racial makeup of university 
students is approximately 50% white, 20% Hispanic, 10% Asian or Pacific Islander, 10% 
multi-racial, and 5% African American, with the remaining 5% being international 
students.  This breakdown mimics the geographic region in which the university is 
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located.  The majority of this student body comes from within the state, with just 25% of 
students originating from other states, including many of the TFA corps members who 
relocate to teach in this region.    
The School of Education at Frankel University only offers graduate level 
programs, but students can choose from a variety of degrees and specializations.  These 
include Educational Leadership, Counseling and School Psychology, Special Education, 
School Administration, Bilingual Education, and Early Childhood Education, in addition 
to several other programs and partnerships.  By far the School of Education’s largest 
partnership is that with Teach For America, which was established over 15 years ago as a 
response to teacher shortages in the state’s large metro areas.  It represents one of the 
longest standing TFA partnerships in the country.  The partnership currently enrolls 
approximately 400 corps members who teach in low-income schools in one of three 
major urban areas in the state.  This number represents nearly 10% of all corps members 
in the country, indicating that the Frankel University partnership is not only supplying a 
significant number of teachers to the workforce but is also having a sizeable impact on 
the schools and districts in the region.  Additionally, there are approximately 5,000 
alumni also in the region, including both those who have completed the Frankel 
University Teach For America partnership and those who completed their TFA service 
elsewhere but have relocated to the Frankel University area.  All of these individuals 
combine to present quite an educational force in the Frankel University region, and if 
their motivation mimics that of Teach For America at large, it is likely they are having a 
significant impact on local schools as well as state-level education trends and legislation. 
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 When the partnership first began, well over a decade ago, teachers were placed 
primarily in the public school districts (approximately 90% of placements).  State budget 
cuts caused some financial problems for districts, resulting in a decrease in the number of 
public schools with which the partnership could work.  At this point, 70% of corps 
members teach in charter schools, consisting of 8 to 10 charter systems but 30 different 
schools.  This shift is something worth noting, as we can see what type of impact money 
has on public education, particularly that affecting the students in our most under-served 
schools and communities.  Part of Teach For America’s mission is supporting these 
schools, and if budget cuts do not allow them to place teachers there, it is a challenge to 
really have an impact.  The type of schools that corps members are placed in alters the 
culture of the cohort and potentially the training they need.  This shift from traditional 
public schools to predominantly charter schools also affects the impact on the 
community. 
  As noted earlier, there are three different locations where Frankel University 
delivers coursework to TFA corps members, and two different models, one for the main 
location and one for the satellite locations.  All three locations are in predominantly urban 
regions within the state, but they are a significant distance from each other.  Those corps 
members who are placed in the main geographic region where Frankel is located 
(approximately 35% of the cohort) and who enroll in the university at the primary 
location have the option of either a one-year preliminary credential program or a two-
year preliminary credential program coupled with a master’s degree in education.  Those 
at the satellite locations (55% of the cohort at one location and 10% at the other) have a 
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different option that involves two semesters of two courses each, and four teaching 
performance assessments, but also have the option to continue work in their second year 
and earn a Master’s Degree.  Within the partnership program, offered at both primary and 
satellite locations, certification areas include: Elementary grades 1–6, English as a 
Second Language grades 7–12, English/Language Arts grades 7–12, Foreign Language 
grades 7–12, Mathematics grades 7–12, Music/Art grades 1–12, Science grades 7–12, 
Social Studies/History Grades 7–12, Special Education grades 1–6, and Special 
Education grades 7–12.  The courses that students enroll in include literacy, special 
education, assessment, and content area teaching methods.  Thus far both models have 
proven to be successful for the partnership, with about 75% of the corps members 
currently enrolled at Frankel University staying on for the Master's degree. 
Thematic Findings 
Throughout the study of this partnership, after examining documents and 
speaking with individuals involved in the direct administration and teaching of the 
programs, clear themes about specific characteristics of the partnership emerged.  These 
themes mirror those found in educational partnership literature, and they are centered on 
relational aspects of the partnership.  These themes include: commitment, 
communication, and evaluation.  These themes were prevalent in this case but also found 
in the other cases as well.  The Frankel University partnership is ranked among the top 
TFA partnerships nationwide in corps member satisfaction according to national surveys, 
so the ways in which these themes are presented in this partnership will begin to show the 
links between partnership characteristics and successful partnering. 
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Commitment 
One can review documents and read contracts to find the specific details of an 
agreed upon partnership, but it is not until you hear from those involved in the day-to-day 
that you have a true understanding of the level of support and commitment found in the 
partnership.  It is clear from all interviews that the staff members who are working in the 
partnership feel supported and that they acknowledge the level of commitment from all 
parties.  One respondent provided three reasons for feeling this way: 
First of all, there are dedicated staff at the institution so we are prioritized and 
everyone feels that way and that is a big deal…Second, the amount of money that 
is raised to provide scholarships is pretty significant because they are a private 
university and decrease the costs for our corps members. There is a lot of love, 
appreciation and support. Third, the Dean of that school is on my board and is 
someone I have a very strong relationship with. 
To hear a staff member refer to their working relationship as something filled with “love, 
appreciation, and support” says a lot about the partners’ commitment to each other.  
Some other respondents’ comments reiterated the committed and flexible nature of the 
partnership.  One said, “they are very responsive, stuff happens and the partnership 
reacts. We may not be able to make it perfect, but the commitment is enormous.”  All 
members surveyed feel as though there is a willingness to promote change and flexibility 
to meet goals within the partnership.  Another noted that “there is advocating at the 
highest levels.”  Survey responses also confirmed this; all staff surveyed indicated that 
they feel the partners are committed to supporting and sustaining the relationship.  
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The level of commitment felt by those working directly in the partnership is likely 
to be more emotional and heartfelt than those more removed from the direct and daily 
work, but that remote commitment is potentially just as valuable.  Survey respondents felt 
as though there was a direct commitment from the highest levels of both the university 
and TFA and this is demonstrated in many ways, with the primary means being financial 
and human resource commitments. 
To keep both the licensing pathway and optional Master’s degree financially 
viable options for corps members, the university has provided generous scholarships to 
Teach For America teachers.  The scholarship ranges from 35% to 70% of standard 
tuition rates, depending on certification area and specific completion option, resulting in a 
cost to the student of between $10,000 and $13,000 before deducting their AmeriCorps 
award (approximately $5,000).  This scholarship funding is one way that the university 
shows their commitment to the partnership.  In addition to these scholarships, the 
university has arranged for special deferred, non-interest accruing payment plans. As one 
TFA staffer noted, “the trust that that shows that Frankel has with us is pretty incredible.”  
This was confirmed with survey responses, where all partner staff indicated that there 
was at least some level of respect and trust among all. 
As far as human resources related to the partnership, per the memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) signed by both the university and Teach For America, the 
university agrees to dedicate “the equivalent of two (2) full-time staff to assist corps 
members with various administrative aspects of the program…these individuals will be 
the primary contact for program-related matters.”  The university has gone above and 
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beyond this minimum requirement, including additional administrative team members to 
support the partnership.  As is evidenced from the organizational charts provided by the 
university, numerous other offices that are not dedicated to the partnership lend a level of 
commitment and coordinated support to the corps members and the partnership staff.  
The partnership survey responses indicate that not only is there a clear understanding of 
roles and responsibilities, but also that leadership is based on both knowledge and needs.  
This indicates a level of responsiveness to the partnership, which is a clear indicator of 
commitment.   
 Despite this partnership being one with what seems to be more than two partners, 
comprised of one university but multiple TFA regions, they are clearly committed to the 
success of all involved.  The university came into this relationship supporting only one 
region, but as a result of its clear commitment to Teach For America and the success of 
the teachers in the partnership, the original model has been replicated in two additional 
regions.  This shows a belief in the partnership and commitment from both parties to 
continue to grow and improve this relationship.   
Communication 
As with all relationships, communication is key, and a Teach For America 
University Partnership is no different.  This partnership has multiple lines of 
communication as a result of its multiple TFA regions and as such it is even more 
important that communication across all these parties is consistent and efficient.  Several 
questions about communication were asked in the partner survey and 100% of 
respondents indicated that communication was both open and timely, 67% agreed that it 
 
72  
was efficient.  None of the staff surveyed felt as though there was any significant lack of 
communication.  Although necessary communication in this partnership is successful, 
there is still room to improve.  All partner staff surveyed feel as though there is a sense of 
satisfaction when positive changes occur, yet there is a difference of opinion as to 
whether or not there is an established system of recognition, and this is articulated in two 
comments from these same staff.  One staff member noted “you know whenever 
something doesn’t go right it is easy to be critical, but when things go right there is not 
acknowledgement that things go right.”  In explaining that there are often difficult 
conversations that must be had and problems to be solved, one university staff member 
shared “I think that sometimes there is not enough acknowledgement of what the 
university does.”  It appears that the partnership has somewhat fallen into a successful 
and habitual routine of communication without much innovation or continual 
improvement.  Although things are working well and overall partners agree that 
communication is successful, there is always room for improvement, as indicated by 
some of the comments, particularly as it pertains to communication and celebration of 
successes.  Communication is clearly an area of growth and improvement for this 
partnership. 
As a longstanding partnership, it is easy to fall back into the routines and patterns 
of your relationship, which is what seems to have happened with Frankel University and 
Teach For America.  Although the university has had consistent staffing, the turnover in 
TFA’s regional leadership necessitates a clear plan for successful communication.  An 
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important aspect of this will be a plan for communicating the successes of the partnership 
and not just the pain points. 
Evaluation 
Unlike many partnerships, the Frankel University TFA Partnership has an 
advisory board in place.  For all organizations it is important to have some sort of 
governing body who is able to step back, almost as a neutral third party, to evaluate the 
work, tackle the difficult questions, and plan for the future.  This is a complicated task, 
but one that can be achieved with a dedicated and supportive board. The TFA/Frankel 
University board is currently made up of University faculty, University administration, 
Teach For America regional staff, and Teach For America national staff.  Those involved 
fully agree that the advisory board is beneficial, indicating that board meetings are 
successful, productive, focused and effective, but they also think that the board needs to 
meet more often than it currently does (annually) and that membership should be 
expanded to include public school teachers and community members.  The advisory 
board minutes indicate that these meetings are a combination of dealing with 
housekeeping and student issues and planning and strategy.  Perhaps more importantly, 
they include ongoing conversations around collecting feedback, and the evaluation and 
improvement of the relationship.  There is no sense of complacency among the partners; 
in fact, although they are incredibly stable and financially supported, it is clear that they 
are continuously looking to grow and improve.  This is an area in which the advisory 
board can continue to push and support the partnership. 
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Other Findings 
Although the university staff has remained relatively consistent since the 
beginning of the partnership, the staffing at Teach For America has had a lot of turnover.  
Frankel University works with three different TFA regions, and in the 15 years of the 
program there have been six different Executive Directors in one region and four 
different Executive Directors in a second region.  This rate of turnover results in constant 
retraining and rebuilding of relationships among the partnership staff.  As indicated by 
one staff member, “it is very difficult to share a vision because a lot of these things take 
time to implement and it is hard when there is a high turnover of staff.”  That being said, 
all survey respondents indicate that the goals for the partnership have been well defined 
and clearly communicated, indicating that a solid foundation exists upon which to build 
the partnership and there are practices in place that somewhat facilitate the training of 
new partnership staff members. 
In addition to the numerous staff working for both the university and Teach For 
America, the teachers enrolled in the Frankel partnership also provided feedback on their 
experience.  They answered the following question: “How strongly do you agree/disagree 
that your university coursework/alternative certification program contributes to your 
success with students?” A summary of student responses spanning the academic years 
2009–2014 is below:  
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Figure 5 – Frankel University Corps Member Success 
57% of students indicated some level of agreement, 16% were neutral, and 36% indicated 
some level of disagreement with that statement.  Teach For America corps members are 
known to be tough critics, so the fact that more than half of them find their coursework to 
be benefitting them is an achievement. 
Conclusion 
The opinions of those most directly involved in the day-to-day operations of any 
large partnership should be considered indicators of what is actually happening.  In this 
partnership, those individuals feel as though this partnership is operating successfully 
(67% agree, 33% strongly agree), that it is mutually beneficial to both partners, and that 
partnership members are satisfied.  This satisfaction is not always easy to achieve, as 
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noted by one staffer who was interviewed and stated “it is not that the partnership is high 
maintenance, it is just high maintenance in the social emotional aspect.”  Although there 
is overwhelming satisfaction of the partnership members, there is still room to improve. 
As important is the effect that the partnership is having, and the Frankel 
University TFA partnership appears to be making a difference here as well.  The majority 
of respondents agrees or strongly agrees that the partnership is influencing policies, 
practices, and systems.  Above all, they feel as though the partnership is making a 
difference, which is what both partners committed to doing when they signed the original 
MOU: 
committed to continuously improving the alternative teacher certification program 
to meet the learning and developmental needs of corps members as beginner 
teachers to ensure that they are highly effective teachers who successfully lead 
their students to make significant gains in academic achievement. (Frankel 
University TFA Partnership MOU) 
 
*Please note that any factual information contained in this case study was retrieved from 
actual sources, but those sources have not been cited to maintain the anonymity of the 
universities and partnerships. 
 
  
 
Figure 6 – Frankel University – Partner Survey Question Bank 1 
 (To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?) 
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Figure 7 – Frankel University – Partner Survey Question Bank 2 
 (Please rate how well the statements above describe your partnership.) 
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Figure 8 – Frankel University – Partner Survey Question Bank 3 
(Please rate how well the statements above describe your partnership.) 
 
79 
80  
Case Study: Glanville University 
Many relationships start out exciting and energized, only to fade over time 
through the fault of one partner’s or the other’s lack of commitment to the union.  This is 
as true in personal relationships as it is in professional educational partnerships.  
Successful partnerships take work and commitment over time, and without this, the 
partnership suffers.  Glanville University is the casualty of one such partnership.  When 
Teach For America first began in the vicinity of Glanville, just under 10 years ago, it was 
obvious that they would become partners.  TFA needed someone to provide coursework 
and training for their teachers, and Glanville could provide that.  However, over time, 
through a changing political landscape at the state level and fluid teacher certification, the 
partnership has become a shadow of what it once was. 
University and Partnership Overview 
 As one of the largest universities in the state, Glanville University is considered 
the state’s urban research university.  Located in the state’s largest metropolitan area, 
Glanville University is among the fastest growing universities in the country.  The 
university is home to both undergraduate and graduate students, with an attendance of 
more than 25,000 students.  Of that number, just over 2,000 are enrolled in the College of 
Education. 
  Glanville’s College of Education offers a variety of degrees for its graduate 
students.  Programs include a Master of Arts in Teaching in a variety of subjects, as well 
as a Master of Arts in Counseling.  Additionally, graduate students can pursue a Master 
of School Administration or a Master of Education in one of 11 different areas.  
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Furthermore, students may complete graduate certificates in School Administration and 
Teaching, as well as doctoral degrees in Educational Leadership, Counseling, Curriculum 
and Instruction, and Special Education.  
Glanville’s College of Education partners with Teach For America to provide an 
opportunity for TFA’s corps members to attain teacher licensure and/or pursue a graduate 
degree.  Since the beginning of the partnership, which unofficially began in 2009, more 
than 120 TFA corps members have received licensure after completing Glanville’s 
teaching certificate program.  This is the total number of students who have completed 
the program, which is less than or equal to some of the single year cohorts for some TFA 
partnerships across the county.  The university has seen a decline in the number of 
students enrolling in the program over time, with some of the smallest graduating classes 
in the past two years.   
The college of education, and specifically the TFA partnership, offers a breadth of 
programs including the following content areas: Elementary (grades K–6), Social 
Studies/History (grades 6–9/9–12), English/Language Arts (grades 6–9/9–12), Foreign 
Language (grades K–12), Mathematics (grades 6–9/9–12), and Science (grades 6–9/9–
12).  At the outset of the partnership, students were also placed in ESL and Special 
Education classrooms, but that practice stopped in 2013, when Glanville University 
learned that these students were being used as substitute teachers to cover other classes, 
and it was determined that these teachers were not getting adequate classroom experience 
in their content areas.  This is just one of many things that have occurred in schools and 
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districts, and at the state level, which have adversely affected the partnership and stunted 
its growth. 
When TFA first began in the state, the corps members had to take 6 hours of 
coursework each year toward their license. According to the college staff, Glanville 
University was a natural partner in the region to offer that initial coursework, but the 
partnership structure has changed over time.  Those who attend Glanville have the option 
to pursue the graduate certificate or to complete a Masters of Arts in Teaching.  The 
graduate certificate requires fewer courses and allows students to earn a full teaching 
license. The Master of Arts in Teaching requires courses beyond the certificate track as 
well as additional expense.  Each course costs just over $700, which is heavily discounted 
from the standard tuition for in-state graduate students ($1,400).  There are 7 courses in 
the graduate certificate program (total approximately $5,000) and the Master of Arts in 
Teaching consists of 13 courses at the same per course cost (total approximately $9,000).  
Historically, nearly all students enrolled in the Glanville partnership, with the majority 
completing the certification requirements and continuing on to earn the Master’s Degree.  
 Recently the state created an alternative route to certification option, made 
available to TFA teachers, that does not require coursework, and consists of only a $55 
application fee.  According to an interview with one of the staff members working for the 
university, this new pathway led to the decline in enrollment in the Glanville program.  
Not only is this a less expensive and faster route to certification, but TFA is not 
promoting the benefits of the university pathway to its corps members, as we have seen in 
other partnerships.  They do acknowledge that teachers prepared in the Glanville program 
 
83  
are more prepared and have better long-term success in the classroom, but this is not 
enough for them to encourage their teachers to enroll. 
Thematic Findings 
Throughout the review of partnership documents, partner staff surveys, and 
interviews, some commonalities emerged. These were grouped along three common 
themes: commitment, communication, and evaluation.  These themes are consistent with 
what is found in the literature to be indicative of the strength and success of educational 
partnerships, and partnerships in general.  It will not be surprising to learn that the 
Glanville University partnership struggles in each of these areas; what is less clear is 
whether the partnership decline resulted in these struggles or whether these struggles 
caused the decline.  
Commitment 
As confirmed by both TFA and university staff involved in the partnership, 
enrolling in the Glanville University pathway to licensure is not the only option for 
teachers. Additional programs from other providers, including the previously outlined 
state alternative route pathway, are less expensive and less time consuming.  However, 
both parties agree that teachers trained through the partnership are better prepared and 
stay in the classroom longer.  At the time of this writing, approximately 200 TFA corps 
members teach in the region, but only about 30 of them (15%) are enrolled in the 
Glanville University coursework.  As indicated by one university staffer, the relationship 
feels unequal, “we give quite a bit and we don’t get the same return in things like 
enrollment.”  It appears as though there is unequal commitment on behalf of the partners.  
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The university has offered human resources and financial incentives to TFA to create a 
successful partnership, but they do not feel as though Teach For America has 
reciprocated. 
Partnership staff indicate that there are strained relationships among those 
working together to support corps members.  Some of this is influenced by legislation in 
the state that facilitates alternative pathways into teaching from the traditional university-
based certification process.  The state has been facing a teacher shortage and in response 
to that submitted a Race to the Top application, which the university believes was 
because they wanted increased alternative pathways to teacher education.  This has 
caused a decrease in enrollment of TFA corps members in the partnership program and 
also caused some ill will between the partners.  As the university partner states, 
“currently the state does not require them to come through our program, but TFA is not 
supportive of changing that because they want to do what is easiest for their candidates 
and they can recruit more that way when they tell their candidates you don’t have to go 
through an official teacher education program.”  This sentiment is echoed in the survey 
responses—the overwhelming majority of respondents do not feel that the partnership is 
influencing policies or systems.  
The university has committed two staff members, the Director and Assistant 
Director of Teacher education, as well as a graduate assistant, to support the day-to-day 
operations of the partnership.  However, the director of the program is also responsible 
for other areas of the teacher preparation programs and is not 100% dedicated to the 
Teach For America partnership.  TFA has a variety of staff members involved in 
 
85  
supporting the partnership, but it is not clear that there is a specific point person who is 
responsible for managing the relationship.  The survey responses indicate that partnership 
leaders are selected more for their knowledge than their ability to serve the needs of the 
partnership.   
Based on interview responses, it seems as though the level of commitment to this 
partnership is suffering.  To quote one of the university staff members, “I think that our 
partnership between TFA and the university needs to be strengthened. We’ve made 
efforts on our end.  We don’t feel like it is reciprocated as much, they are open to the 
ideas and are willing to meet with us, but there isn't as much action.”  There seems to be a 
bit of indifference on behalf of TFA as one of their staff members states, “we don’t 
discuss what the partnership will look like, we know that corps members go through 
Glanville if they want—that is their choice, but we don’t have conversations with them.”  
The university has indicated that TFA does not promote their program to corps members; 
they simply include it in a list of licensure options.  Two-thirds of respondents neither 
agree nor disagree that the partnership is operating successfully and one-third disagrees.  
Similarly, only one-third of respondents agree that the partnership is mutually beneficial 
or that partnership members are satisfied.  It is clear that the partnership is struggling.   
The survey responses do indicate, however, that at the core the partners care about 
each other.  All partnership staff surveyed agree that there is respect and trust among all 
partners.  They also feel strongly that there is commitment from both the University and 
TFA.  It appears that the partnership needs some guidance as to how to transfer these 
feelings to actions.  The partners would benefit from some guided team building and 
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development (or redevelopment) of their shared vision and goals, and ultimately their 
recommitment to each other and to the support of the teachers in their partnership. 
Communication 
After interviewing multiple partnership staff members, it became evident that 
communication between the two groups is a challenge, and this was likely rooted in the 
foundation of the partnership.  The majority of survey respondents indicated that there is 
a lack of shared vision.  Successful TFA partnerships spend the initial year working on 
learning each other’s culture and values, developing a shared mission and vision, and 
learning how to communicate with each other; it appears that this did not happen in this 
partnership.  One staff member stated, “I don’t know what their goals are, they don’t 
communicate those to us.”  As indicated in the survey responses of the various 
respondents, they all feel differently about the partnership goals, yet none of them 
strongly agrees that these goals have been either well defined or well communicated.  
The majority of Glanville staff agrees that there is a clear understanding of roles and 
responsibilities, but these are things that are documented in job descriptions and MOUs 
and not necessarily things that the partners need to communicate to each other.  They also 
agree that communication is efficient and timely; however they do not necessarily feel 
that there is open communication. 
Evaluation 
Another area of the partnership that is lacking is an ongoing process of evaluation.  
Those in education understand the value of assessment and evaluation so that you can 
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identify challenges and create a plan for improvement.   It does not appear that this is 
currently happening with the Glanville University partnership despite the fact that the two 
partners agreed to collaboration, evaluation, and improvement in their MOU: 
University and Teach For America will collaborate to collect corps member 
feedback on key elements of required courses including, but not limited to, 
usefulness of course materials, course design, effectiveness of course instructor 
and overall effectiveness/usefulness of course. University hereby commits to 
utilizing such data to continuously improve the Program. 
 
If it is occurring it is not being communicated between the partners.  One Glanville staff 
member stated “we don’t evaluate, but I think they do.”  This simple indication of the 
lack of shared knowledge indicates the lack of coordination.  It is assumed that Teach For 
America collects their standard sets of data as they do for every region, but based on 
survey responses, it does not appear that the university reviews this data or collects 
additional data, or if the partners come together in any way to evaluate and improve the 
partnership.  The majority of respondents noted that there is a lack of both evaluation and 
feedback.  This is unfortunate because the majority of partner staff indicates that there is 
a willingness to change, but there is no road map to do so.  They may be willing to 
change but not motivated or structured to put a plan in place to do so.  On a positive note, 
the respondents feel as though the partnership is stable, that there is a balance of power, 
and that there are no negative perceptions.   
Many partnerships support this evaluation process through enlisting an advisory 
board or some sort of governance structure. There is not currently, nor has there ever 
been, an advisory board structure in place for the Glanville University partnership.  
Although administrative staff members work “in the program” on a daily basis, there 
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does not appear to be a higher-level group providing guidance or helping to work “on the 
program.”  The two groups committed to a common goal in their MOU: 
The University and Teach For America share a mutual vision of how quality 
teacher preparation can directly lead to improved student academic outcomes and 
are therefore equally committed to continuously improving the alternative teacher 
certification program to meet the learning and developmental needs of corps 
members as beginner teachers to ensure that they are highly effective teachers 
who successfully lead their students to make significant gains in academic 
achievement. 
 
However, it does not appear that this is a part of daily practice, and as a result, the overall 
evaluation and plans for improvement for the partnership are virtually non-existent.  
Other Findings 
The survey responses referenced have all come from the staff members involved 
in the partnership, but an equal stakeholder is the corps of teachers working in the region.  
All TFA teachers enrolled in the Glanville University partnership answered the following 
question: “How strongly do you agree/disagree that your university 
coursework/alternative certification program contributes to your success with students?” 
A summary of student responses spanning the academic years 2009–2014 is below: 
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Figure 9 – Glanville University Corps Member Success 
Only 50% of students indicated some level of agreement with that statement, whereas 
20% were neutral, and 30% indicated some level of disagreement.  It is this largely 
overwhelming negative response that is most alarming.  While it is true that TFA corps 
members are harsh critics and may disagree with what they are being taught in a 
traditional teacher education program, we have seen a larger positive response in many 
other partnerships.  It is also true that since only a small percentage of corps members in 
the region are enrolled in the program, the results of this question are representative of a 
small sample. 
Conclusion 
 The Glanville University TFA partnership was initiated with positive intention 
and had a vision for supporting the teachers in the region, but somewhere along the way, 
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something was lost.  It is unclear if the lack of commitment or lack of leadership from a 
higher level such as an advisory board is the cause of this downturn or if it is simply a 
lack of relationship maintenance compounded by the changes in state legislation affecting 
teacher preparation pathways.  It is also possible that the state legislature and influx of 
additional options for corps members has adversely affected this partnership. It is evident, 
however, that if this partnership is going to improve and thrive, some evaluation and 
adjustment will be necessary. 
 
*Please note that any factual information contained in this case study was retrieved from 
actual sources, but those sources have not been cited to maintain the anonymity of the 
universities and partnerships. 
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Figure 10 – Glanville University – Partner Survey Question Bank 1 
 (To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?) 
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Figure 11 – Glanville University – Partner Survey Question Bank 2 
(Please rate how well the statements describe your partnership.) 
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Figure 12 – Glanville University – Partner Survey Question Bank 3 
 (Please rate how well the statements describe your partnership.) 
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Study Findings – Phase 1 
 Throughout the review and coding of partnership documents, staff member 
surveys, and interviews, three distinct themes emerged.   These themes were prevalent in 
many of the comments made by those interviewed and appeared to have a direct effect on 
the success of the partnership being studied.  The themes include commitment, 
communication, and evaluation.  Commitment was evident in different ways, including 
financial commitment from the university, human resource commitment from both 
partners to support the corps members, and relational commitment to each other and the 
vision of the partnership.  Communication is an element that permeates the relationship 
and its success can directly affect the day-to-day interactions of the partners.  Sharing 
information, being able to have difficult conversations, and celebrating successes are all 
aspects of partnership communication.  Finally, evaluation showed to be an important 
aspect that helps to guide the review and improvement of each partnership.  In these 
partnerships, evaluation can take many forms from formal assessment to broader advisory 
board discussions, all seeking to strengthen the relationship and ultimately improve the 
training of the teachers enrolled in the program. 
Theme One: Commitment 
 Throughout the three partnerships that were studied, it quickly became evident 
whether or not there was true commitment from the partnering groups.  This commitment 
came in the form of human resources and financial support as well as in examples of 
leadership and advocating for the partnership.  The level of commitment varied among 
the partnerships, and even within each partnership it has varied over time.  This variation 
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was often due to changes in staffing and the need to rebuild relationships and recommit to 
a shared vision and common goals.  This variance also saw fluctuation due to external 
forces such as the political landscape and funding.  Although the theme of commitment is 
listed first chronologically in this summary, that does not indicate its rank or priority.   
 Two specific survey questions as well as interview commentary provided the 
most information about commitment within the partnerships.  When asked to rate their 
agreement with the following statement: “Both partners are committed to supporting the 
relationship,” all respondents at Dorinda University responded that they strongly agree, a 
clear indicator that there is commitment among the partners.  Further showcasing the 
commitment of the university is the support it provides to alumni in the area, with the 
creation of a fellowship to support educational leaders who are TFA alumni through a 
program at Dorinda University.  The Frankel University partnership showed a similar 
level of commitment with two-thirds of respondents indicating that they strongly agreed 
with this statement.  This sentiment was best described by one respondent who stated: 
“We may not be able to make it perfect, but the commitment is enormous.”  The final 
partnership, Glanville University, had a much lower level of agreement, and a disparate 
one, with responses ranging from “somewhat” to “strongly agree.”  Overwhelmingly, the 
university indicated that it felt as though they were giving more than they were receiving.  
One member of the university partner staff interviewed stated: “we give quite a bit and 
we don’t get the same return.” 
 The second survey question that provided data regarding the level of commitment 
in the partnership was “both partners are committed to sustaining the relationship.”  This 
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may seem similar to the first survey question referenced above, but, in fact, it was meant 
to be more forward looking, rather than assessing the commitment to the day-to-day 
operations.  It intended to elicit commitment to planning for the future of the partnership.  
Similar to the answers to first question, Dorinda University respondents unanimously 
indicated that they strongly agree with this statement.  Frankel University partners 
responded exactly as they did to the first question, with two-thirds strongly agreeing and 
one-third agreeing.  Glanville University had the lowest response on this question, with 
only one-third of respondents indicating any type of agreement, while the remaining two-
thirds are either neutral or disagree that there is commitment to sustaining the 
relationship.  These responses align with what was found in interviews.  One partner 
stated “we don’t discuss what the partnership will look like.”  This is an indication that 
they are not invested in sustaining the partnership or helping it to grow and improve. 
 Some additional survey questions attempted to get at the specific commitment 
from the leaders of both partners, rather than the general commitment of those working in 
the partnership on a day-to-day basis.  These questions included the statements “there is a 
commitment from the highest levels of the University” and “there is a commitment from 
the highest levels of TFA.”  Results on these questions were similar to those asked about 
the general partnership commitment with a few surprising differences.  Dorinda 
University respondents indicated a very high level of university commitment with all 
respondents noting that they “strongly agree” with the statement.  However, the response 
about the commitment from TFA was much lower, with 66% of respondents neither 
agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement.  Respondents have indicated that there is 
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repeated staff turnover on the TFA side of the partnership, particularly at the Executive 
Director level, and this is viewed as a lack of commitment by the larger organization to 
providing consistent leadership.  Frankel University respondents had interesting and 
somewhat conflicting responses.  Of the respondents, 66% indicated that they strongly 
agree that there is commitment from both the highest levels of the university and of TFA.  
One respondent summarized these responses in stating: “there is advocating at the highest 
levels,” a clear indication of the commitment and that it is felt by those working in the 
partnership on a day-to-day basis.  However, contradicting this sentiment is the fact that 
one-third of respondents agreed there was commitment from TFA but were neutral with 
regard to the university.   
 Commitment in educational partnerships is apparent at various relationships 
throughout the organizations, from the highest levels of the organizational leadership to 
the staff members involved in the day-to-day operations.  Each level of commitment is 
important to the overall satisfaction of the staff working in the partnership, in terms of 
feeling valued and supported, as well as to the overall success of the partnership.  The 
commitment from the highest levels of leadership is what helps to drive the partnerships 
forward and support their growth and development.  The commitment of the operational 
staff supports overall satisfaction for the corps members enrolled in the partnership and 
ultimately the success of producing quality teachers for our most under-resourced 
schools. 
Theme Two: Communication 
 As articulated throughout the three case studies, a partnership, educational, 
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professional, or otherwise, is just like a relationship.  Communication is incredibly 
important and should be a formal focus for the partners.  It is not enough to assume that 
successful, professional educators know how to communicate effectively.  A formal plan 
for communication should be co-created by the partners and regular check-ins should 
occur to ensure that the partners are following this plan. 
 Numerous questions in the partnership survey address the topic of 
communication.  These include: “Partnership communication is efficient,” “Partnership 
communication is timely,” “There is open communication between partners,” and “There 
is a lack of communication.”  The most blatant of these questions, “there is a lack of 
communication,” received strong disagreement from two of the partnerships; Dorinda 
and Frankel both felt that this statement did not accurately describe their partnerships.  It 
is clear that although communication may not be perfect in either of these relationships, 
neither felt as though it is completely lacking.  The Glanville University partnership 
however, felt strongly that communication was a challenge, with one respondent 
indicating that this statement completely describes the state of the partnership. 
 Assuming that there is communication among the partners, the next question to 
ask is whether or not that communication is efficient, timely, and open.  The operational 
communications are those most likely to be evaluated when asked about efficiency and 
timeliness, and in this case, the rankings among the partnerships varied tremendously.  
Dorinda University partnership staff overwhelmingly disagreed with the statement that 
communication was efficient or timely, but one respondent strongly agreed. This begs the 
question as to why there is such a discrepancy in opinion on this topic.  Glanville 
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University partnership staff for the most part all agreed that communication was working 
for them, but this was limited to the daily operational communications.  When asked 
about the bigger, more visionary communications, one respondent answered “I don't 
know what their goals are, they don’t communicate those to us.”  It appears that although 
Glanville partners are successful in communicating about day-to-day issues, they are not 
putting a focus on communicating the larger aspects of the partnership.  All those 
surveyed from the Frankel University partnership agree that communication is both 
timely and efficient. 
 The final question asked about communication related more specifically to the 
open nature of the communication.  It is one thing to have to send emails on time and be 
efficient with phone calls, but it is another to be able to have open and honest 
conversations with your partner whether they are about partnership successes or failures.  
The ability to successfully navigate difficult conversations is an important aspect of any 
partnership.  Leading the partners in this area was the Frankel University partnership, 
where all respondents answered that the statement “there is open communication between 
partners” either quite a lot or they said it completely describes their partnership.  This is 
impressive because as noted earlier, the Frankel University partnership involves one 
university and three TFA regions, so there is more than the typical number of people 
involved in communicating about the partnership.  It is likely that because of this 
complex relationship, the partners put an extra emphasis on the importance of this 
communication.  The Glanville University partnership has some challenges with open 
communication, as two-thirds of respondents indicated that this statement somewhat 
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describes their partnership.  Finally, the Dorinda University partnership respondents 
provided a range of responses, indicating either that they have varying interpretations of 
open communication, or that they have different expectations for the partnership.  
Responses included somewhat, quite a lot, and completely.  This could be indicative of 
the staffing turnover in the relationship, as indicated by one respondent’s comment: “they 
have had a lot of change, so I think communication and things like that have been lost.” 
 Communication may mean different things to different people, but when working 
in a relationship, it is important to set clear expectations for all parties involved in terms 
of what expectations there are for communication, with a focus on that communication 
being open, efficient, and timely. 
Theme Three: Evaluation 
 From the beginning of their formal training, all educators are taught about the 
value of assessment and evaluation.  We learn about formal and informal assessment, 
pre- and post-tests, and ways to use this data to improve our teaching.  This practice of 
evaluation for improvement should be carried into educational partnerships and used to 
instead improve partnering.  It is important that the partners mutually agree on a common 
set of metrics and the intervals for evaluation.  In this study I looked at the existing 
evaluation plans at each partnership and also surveyed partnership staff by asking them to 
express their agreement with the statements “there is a lack of evaluation” and “there is a 
lack of feedback.” 
 One method of structuring formal evaluation is to have an advisory board that 
guides this practice and uses the data collected to make decisions about the future of the 
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partnership.  Of the three partnerships studied, only Frankel University had a formal 
advisory board in place, but the feedback was that it was not as effective as it could be 
since it only met once per year.  The minutes of these advisory board meetings provided 
some insight into what was discussed, and it was evident that there was some strategic 
planning going on as well as discussions about partnership evaluation.   
 Neither the Dorinda University nor Glanville University partnerships have formal 
advisory boards in place.  Dorinda does have a group of people who meet informally to 
discuss progress and planning but the group is only made up of members of the university 
or TFA; there is no external representation from other stakeholders.  The staff members 
who were interviewed did indicate that they are setting aside time to discuss evaluation 
and ways to improve the partnership, which is definitely a step in the right direction.  One 
of the most important questions that the partners are asking each other right now is “what 
does this partnership look like when it is at its best?”  This provides them with a goal for 
which they can create a road map to help improve the partnership.  The Glanville 
partnership has no advisory structure, formal, informal, or otherwise in place, and as such 
does not appear to have any plans to evaluate or work toward partnership improvement. 
 As is the case for any good educator, evaluation should have a place in daily 
operations and long-term goal setting of educational partnerships.  Setting up a formal 
advisory structure is something that takes time and will grow as the partnership grows, 
but it is important that the partners work together to establish a set of metrics and a 
timeline for collecting data, reviewing data, and creating a plan for improvement.  As 
noted in the Slate Model of Successful Partnerships (Figure 15), partners should commit 
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to shared metrics and use these to assess, review, and redesign their work together. 
Additional Findings 
In addition to the three themes outlined above, one additional element emerged in 
nearly all the cases.  It became evident that the political landscape, specifically legislation 
surrounding educational finance and teacher certification requirements, had a direct effect 
on the partnerships.  The Glanville University partnership was most adversely affected by 
state legislation.  As the state faced a larger shortage of teachers, it developed additional 
pathways toward certification, ultimately cannibalizing the TFA partnership, as these 
corps members elected to pursue the faster, easier, and cheaper route to certification.  
Exacerbating this decline was the fact that Teach For America did not promote the 
partnership as a better, and more effective certification option, even though the majority 
agreed that the Glanville University partnership did in fact do a better, more 
comprehensive job of preparing teachers for the classroom than the state-based 
alternative pathways did.  Frankel University was also affected by state finance 
limitations in that it altered the set of schools they worked with.  Over time there was a 
shift from placing corps members in predominantly public schools to mostly charter 
schools.  The effect of the political landscape on the Dorinda University partnership was 
not as evident, but there was some indication that it influenced the partnership’s work 
with schools, and affected what types of schools corps members were placed in, public or 
charter. 
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Supporting Data 
Members of the partnership employed both by the university and by Teach For 
America were surveyed to determine their ratings on three different sets of questions.  
The three sets of survey questions asked were based on the Slate Model of Successful 
Partnerships, which identifies the three core categories of partnership attributes based on 
a review of partnership literature.  The first set of questions pertained to logistical and 
operational aspects of the partnership such as goals, communication, roles, and 
responsibilities.  The second set of questions was focused on relational attributes such as 
commitment, respect, and trust.  The final set of questions was based on conceptual 
attributes such as vision, power, and perception.  These question banks and responses can 
be found in Appendix 7. 
 In addition to the partner survey questions, a data set provided by Teach For 
America was also reviewed.  TFA administers surveys to their corps members regularly, 
and one of the questions that the alternatively trained teachers are asked in their end of 
year survey is: How strongly do you agree/disagree that each of the following contributes 
to your success with students?  The data provided by TFA was specific to the prompt 
about their college/university coursework.  The answers have been grouped into the 
following categories:   
   Disagree (Strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree) 
   Neutral (Neutral) 
   Agree (Strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree).   
A graphical representation showing a comparison of those student ratings across the three 
partnerships is found in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 – Corps Member Agreement Regarding Coursework 
An overwhelming majority (64%) of Dorinda University partnership students feel 
that their coursework is influencing the success they are having in the classroom with 
their students.  Frankel University has the second highest rating of the partnerships 
studied, with over 50% of students agreeing that their coursework supports their work in 
the classroom.  However, only half of Glanville University students agree that their 
coursework is beneficial. 
Study Findings – Phase 2 
In addition to the interviews, surveys, and corps member data sets that were 
compiled and coded for this research study, the evaluation rubric developed by the 
researcher was used to solicit additional data.  The rubric was developed based on 
findings in the literature of effective characteristics of successful partnerships.  A copy of 
this rubric can be found in Appendix 9.  Invitations were sent to at least four external 
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evaluators for each partnership.  The external third-party reviewers were all employed by 
the partnership (either the university or Teach For America), and they were provided the 
case study for review.  A total of 12 external reviewers were sent the request to complete 
the rubric and 8 of them responded to the request (Glanville: 3/4, Dorinda: 2/4, Frankel, 
3/4).  The reviewers solicited included the staff who were interviewed for this study, most 
of whom still work in the partnership daily, and the Deans of the respective schools of 
education.  The responses on these rubrics were evaluated to determine the rubric 
efficacy using Fleiss’ Kappa, a statistical measure for assessing the reliability of 
agreement between a fixed number of raters.  This result helped to begin the validation of 
the rubric as well as to confirm the characteristics that were selected as those indicating 
success among partnerships. 
Some general findings of rubric responses correlated the higher ratings with the 
more successful partnerships.  Both the Dorinda and Frankel University partnerships have 
a higher student satisfaction rating (see individual case studies in the appendices), and a 
similar trend has been found with the evaluation rubric.  Frankel and Dorinda were rated 
higher than Glanville in 12 of the 13 categories, some of them significantly higher.  With 
regard to shared leadership and resource commitment, Frankel University respondents 
agree much more strongly that their partnership leaders share accountability for achieving 
partnership goals, encourage stakeholder engagement, and share partnership decision-
making.  Also, that they jointly identify resources needed to accomplish partnership goals 
and contribute time, financial, and human resources necessary to accomplish partnership 
goals.  This is indicative of strong commitment on behalf of the highest levels of 
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leadership in the organizations, which this study has identified as one of the predictors of 
partnership success.  Dorinda University respondents have ranked their partnership high 
on mission and beliefs and shared goals.  The majority agrees that within the partnership 
an articulated mission and shared beliefs exist and that they serve as guides for the work 
of the partnership.  They also believe that their shared goals are clear, measurable, and 
feasible, that they address the common needs of the partnership and align with partner 
organization goals. 
Conversely, the Glanville University partnership, which was rated much lower 
than the other partnerships by corps members enrolled in their program, scored lower on 
all but one category.  The only factor on which Glanville scored moderately well was 
Sustainability, indicating that a memorandum of understanding exists between the partner 
organizations that ensures the sustainability of the partnership.  An MOU is a pretty 
typical piece of any partnership and it is expected that Glanville, and all the other 
partnerships have one.  
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Figure 14 – Partnership Evaluation Rubric Scores
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Please note that in the chart above, the survey questions have been shortened for ease of 
reading.  The full prompts and individual partnership rubric evaluation ratings are listed 
in Appendix 10. 
The evaluation rubric was also tested for inter-rater reliability for only two of the 
three partnerships since there was an insufficient number of respondents (n=2) for 
Dorinda University, as a minimum of three is required for the use of the Fleiss Kappa.  
Landis and Koch’s (1977) general guidelines for interpreting the Kappa value, are 
provided in the table below. 
Table 6 –  Levels of Agreement for Fleiss Kappa 
<0 No Agreement 
0–0.20 Slight Agreement 
0.21–0.40 Fair Agreement 
0.41–0.60 Moderate Agreement 
0.61–0.80 Substantial Agreement 
0.81–1 Almost Perfect Agreement 
 
Kappa scores and accompanying agreement ratings are presented in Table 7 for Frankel 
University and Glanville University, the two partnerships for which three raters 
responded.  This point is particularly valuable because as I have noted, Frankel is 
considered a strong partnership whereas Glanville is not.  If the inter-reliability on rubric 
items is high for two contrasting partnerships, it is indicative that the rubric item is 
effective.   
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Table 7 – Glanville and Frankel Kappa Calculations 
Rubric item Kappa (κ) Agreement 
Q1 Mission and Beliefs -0.15 no agreement 
Q2 Shared Goals 0.45 moderate agreement 
Q3 Shared Leadership 1 almost perfect agreement 
Q4 Resource Commitment 0.25 fair agreement 
Q5 Information Dissemination -0.33 no agreement 
Q6 Partnership Advocacy 0 slight agreement 
Q7 Collaborative Relationships 0 slight agreement 
Q8 Decision-Making 0.45 moderate agreement 
Q9 Roles and Responsibilities -0.09 no agreement 
Q10 Benchmarks and Outcomes 0.08 slight agreement 
Q11 Using Data -0.25 no agreement 
Q12 Alignment -0.09 no agreement 
Q13 Sustainability -0.20 no agreement 
 
There was no agreement for six items, and for purposes of this discussion, we will 
discuss those last.  There are three items with slight agreement, one with fair agreement, 
two with moderate agreement, and one with almost perfect agreement.  The most 
impressive agreement is for the shared leadership prompt in which the evaluators were 
asked to determine to what extent some statements describe their partnership.  Leaders 
share accountability for achieving partnership goals; leaders encourage stakeholder 
engagement; leaders share partnership decision-making.  This is not surprising and 
echoes some of the responses that I heard in the partner interviews.  The leadership of the 
partners is incredibly important and without it those working operationally do not feel 
supported.  
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The two items that received moderate agreement levels included shared goals and 
decision-making.  The shared goals prompt asked evaluators to rate their partnership on 
whether or not the goals are clear, measurable, and feasible; address the common needs 
of the partnership; and align with partner organization goals.  The decision-making 
prompt asked the raters to identify the level to which their partnership could be described 
as having decision-making that is clearly articulated and involves all partners.  Based on 
the Kappa statistic, shared leadership, shared goals, and shared decision-making are key 
to a successful partnership.   
The one item to receive a rating of fair agreement was resource commitment, a 
characteristic typically involving money and human resources.  This is an important 
characteristic of partnerships but not as crucial as those listed above.  My suspicion is that 
those working in education are used to working with limited budgets and limited human 
resources, so although this is important, they will do the partnering work regardless of 
what resources they are provided. 
 The three rubric items rated as having slight agreement provide additional insight 
into additional characteristics of successful partnerships.  These include partnership 
advocacy, collaborative relationships, and benchmarks and outcomes.  The first two of 
these indicate some level of support for each other, working to advocate on each other’s 
behalf, as well as collaborating as needed, beyond the boundaries of meetings. 
Benchmarks and outcomes are related to the use of data, which received an even lower 
rating and are discussed below. 
The final category, the rubric items with no agreement, also tells us something 
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about the characteristics of successful partnerships, but what they tell us is which 
characteristics are less important in the grand scheme of partnering.  In general, these six 
categories can be grouped into two main themes, the practical aspect of partnering, 
encompassing the operational details necessary to keep the partnership running at a 
functional level on a day to day basis, and the theoretical, forward-looking aspect of 
partnering.  Those relating to the daily, operational theme include: information 
dissemination, roles and responsibilities, and alignment. Those in the bucket of forward-
looking partnering include: mission and beliefs, using data, and sustainability.  These 
three characteristics indicate the plans for the partnership’s long-term vision and growth 
toward its ultimate goals.  Successful partnerships will use benchmarks and data to 
achieve these goals.  It is interesting that these have low Kappa scores, which indicates 
that the raters have very different opinions about the status of these things in their current 
partnerships.   
An overall Kappa of 0.63 was also calculated for the rubric, indicating substantial 
agreement among the raters for the entire rubric.  This finding confirms that the rubric is 
effective in evaluating the success of educational partnerships like those studied here and 
can be used to evaluate other partnerships of the same type, particularly those between 
traditional schools of education and non-traditional teacher training organizations like 
Teach For America. 
This initial rubric validation phase of the study needs more work to be considered 
useful.  The challenges presented with soliciting reviewers, disagreement among the 
raters about the state of the partnerships, and other factors influenced the success of this 
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phase of the study.  Further utilization of the rubric, more current data, and additional 
reviewers would aid in the validation of this rubric. 
Summary and Conclusion 
 It is clear that there are many characteristics that help define a successful 
educational partnership, but three have emerged as the most important: commitment, 
communication, and evaluation.  The research I have conducted on these three similar yet 
different Teach For America university partnerships has helped me to better understand 
the presence of these characteristics and how they relate to partnership success.  
 The three primary themes of commitment, communication, and evaluation are 
seen throughout each partnership in varying degrees and in different ways, but they have 
emerged as the main drivers of success in these partnerships.  Evaluation of these 
partnerships is challenging to the extent that there may be different perceptions among 
the partners involved in the relationship, and the state of the partnership may be different 
now, when the rubric was administered, in comparison to 2015 when the data were 
collected.   
 These themes have not only been identified in the documents studied and 
interviews conducted, but have previously been found in the literature pertaining to the 
topic of relationships.  There are nearly a dozen main themes related to the success of 
relationships, but these three are those that rose to the top of that list as related to specific 
educational partnerships between alternative teacher training organizations such as Teach 
For America and traditional Schools of Education.
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 The purpose of this study was to examine a hypothesis concerning educational 
partnerships.  The assumption that guided this investigation was that educational 
partnerships, particularly those between traditional schools of education and non-
traditional teacher training organizations, share a specific set of characteristics.  The 
hypothesis includes the assumption that these characteristics were exhibited with 
different intensity within each partnership, and that the intensity was correlated to the 
overall success of the partnership.   
 The reason this research is important is that there was a significant gap in the 
literature pertaining to this type of educational partnership, and as a result, there were 
limited resources for those involved in developing and implementing new School of 
Education-Teach For America partnerships.  More importantly is that this type of 
partnership was becoming more prevalent in higher education and in the alternative 
teacher training community, yet there was no set of guidelines or best practices that 
existed to help in the formation of these partnerships, nor process for evaluating the 
partnerships so that they could work toward improvement.  This work aims to begin the 
creation of a set of guidelines as well as the development of a rubric and process for 
evaluation. 
 The research method for this dissertation was a multiple case study utilizing an 
evaluation rubric.  To write the case studies, the researcher employed document 
collection and analysis, as well as participant surveys and interviews, all of which were 
coded and analyzed for thematic groupings.  The evaluation rubric was developed based 
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on findings in the literature specific to educational partnerships.   
The characteristics found in the literature findings have been reduced to a more 
succinct list of characteristics (conceptual, operational, and relational attributes).  
Although these characteristics somewhat resemble a Venn diagram, most of them can be 
clearly grouped into primary categories. They are outlined in Table 8. 
Table 8 – Common Characteristics Shared by Successful Partnerships 
Conceptual Attributes 
Shared mission and vision 
Shared power and decision-making 
Common goals 
Commitment from highest levels of organization 
Trust 
Operational Attributes 
Clear understanding of roles and responsibilities 
Consistent staffing and personnel management 
Collaborative working relationship 
Consistent information sharing 
Coordination among partners 
Financial and human resource support 
Consistent evaluation  
Innovation 
Relational Attributes 
Consistent and thoughtful leadership 
Recognition of successes 
Responsiveness to change 
Plan for improvement 
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Findings and Interpretations 
 This study was the first to focus on this specific type of partnership, looking at the 
relationship rather than the product, teacher effectiveness in the classroom, or teacher 
persistence, which are what most Teach For America related studies research.  
Limitations of the study include sample size and the quantity and quality of 
documentation provided by each partnership.  The findings in this study can and should 
be applied to both the evaluation of existing SOE-TFA partnerships as well as the 
development of new partnerships.  The rubric created can be used to evaluate existing 
partnerships to determine their success and identify which parts are working well.  It will 
also serve as a starting point for determining needed improvements.  The literature review 
and best practices found in the case studies can be used to guide the creation of new TFA 
university partnerships. 
An adaptation of Mohr and Spekman’s (1994) framework to reflect the attributes 
indicated in the literature, which are most indicative of partnership success, was 
developed for use in this study and is illustrated in Figure 15.  It focused on the five 
primary aspects of partnering.  These can be grouped into three sub-categories with two 
additional overarching aspects.  Those three sub-categories include: shared mission and 
goals (conceptual), operational effectiveness (operational), and positive relational 
attributes (relational), which are carried out simultaneously with thoughtful leadership, 
and consistent evaluation and assessment.  
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Figure 15 – Fridhi Model of Successful Partnerships 
 
The cyclical nature allows a partnership at any stage of development to utilize this 
process.  The central attributes displayed in the Venn diagram can be used to identify 
those present in a partnership.  At the same time, a partnership should identify where in 
the lifecycle they are and proceed according to the cycle.  This cycle is continuous, and 
partnerships should work through the various stages as their partnership develops, then 
restart the cycle beginning with assessment and effectiveness rating. 
Theme One: Commitment 
 Across all partnerships, there is some level of commitment required, in order for 
the two or more partners to engage in work together.  The intensity of the commitment,  
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and its duration, has a direct effect on the success and life of the partnership.  Bainer 
Jenkins (2001) reviewed 62 different partnerships to look specifically at the predictors of 
endurance.  One of the predictors mentioned most frequently in the interviews she 
conducted included a shared commitment to the program.  Throughout this study, the 
theme of commitment appeared in interviews with participants.  If a clear commitment 
existed, it was revered by the partners and they were vocal about it.  If commitment was 
lacking, the participants were also vocal, but more so they were longing to feel the 
commitment to the partnership that they knew would make it successful.  Highlighting 
this is another point made in the Jenkins study, that one of the characteristics indicative of 
the demise of a partnership was a lack of commitment.  Further emphasizing the 
importance of commitment is the work of Mohr and Spekman (1994) who developed a 
list of variables that were significant in predicting the success of partnerships.  Top on 
their list was not just commitment but the ability to convey a sense of commitment.  This 
straddles the next theme of communication, but indicates that commitment is a factor of 
success in educational partnerships.  This indicator was also found in the partnerships that 
were studied in this work.  The theme of partnership commitment as an indicator of 
success in alternative teacher training partnerships is exciting because it confirms the 
need for thoughtful and intentional partnering practices from the very beginning.  Unlike 
a vendor type relationship, a true educational partnership has commitment from the 
groups and individuals involved, and it is evident that this commitment (or lack of) is one 
of the factors that leads to the success and endurance of the partnership.   
 In this study, the Dorinda University partners were found to have one of the 
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higher levels of commitment to the partnership, and this was translated into overall 
success and satisfaction.  Both the staff working in the partnership and the students being 
trained in the partnership felt as though the work was successful.  By contrast, the 
Glanville University partners struggled to find their commitment to one another and as a 
result, their general feelings of satisfaction were lower.  Their growth as a partnership 
was also hindered. 
Theme Two: Communication 
 Throughout the review of literature on partnerships, both educational and other 
types, it became clear that communication was a pervasive theme and considered an 
indicator of partnership success.  Mohr and Spekman (1994) noted that communication 
behavior, among other factors, is related to partnership success.  Many of those 
interviewed for this research study described the communication that was present in their 
specific partnership, and nearly all wished that it could be improved.  Mohr and Spekman 
also articulated that communication was important, but specifically pointed out it must be 
quality communication.  They asked survey participants about the timeliness and 
effectiveness of the communication in their partnership.  This is another attribute of the 
communication among partners, and one that Cooke et al. (2011) and Grobe (1990) both 
call out as being important.  Communication comes in many forms, but for it to be 
beneficial to the partnership, it must be efficient, effective, timely, and open.  The 
converse is also true.  Hanover Research (2012) also identified poor communication as a 
potential barrier to partnership success.  These two ends of the communication spectrum 
were highlighted in the Frankel and Glanville University partnerships.  The Frankel  
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University partnership, with more individual primary partners than any of the others, saw 
success in communication with each other, ultimately benefiting the partnership and 
leading to greater overall success.  At the same time, Glanville University and their TFA 
colleagues struggled to communicate openly and effectively and this pervaded the 
partnership and negatively affected the relationship. 
 One area of note that was observed is the need for positive communication in the 
form of affirmation and celebration.  Many respondents indicated a sentiment of feeling 
as though all communications were strictly about business or about problems and that 
neither one took enough time to celebrate the successes of each other and of the 
partnership.  Although it is important that the partners are able to have difficult 
conversations with each other and work through challenges, it is equally important that 
they recognize the hard work each is doing to contribute to a successful partnering 
experience and make the time to communicate that to each other as well.  Many of these 
partnerships are doing great work, and those involved in the daily operations are 
responsible for those successes; it is important that they be recognized so that they are 
encouraged and inspired to continue the work. 
Theme Three: Evaluation 
 One of the areas that was seen repeatedly in the literature but was least apparent 
in the three partnerships studied was that of evaluation.  Of all the partnerships, only 
Frankel University had a formal advisory board responsible for tracking data and creating 
a plan for improvement.  As formal as this group was, they only met annually, which 
limits the amount of impact they can have on the partnership.  The Dorinda University  
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partnership had an informal group of individuals who were assembled on an ad hoc basis 
for the collection of data and mostly for troubleshooting, but this information was not 
widely communicated among the partners.  In the Glanville University partnership, data 
collection and evaluation were virtually non-existent, which meant that there was very 
little process improvement or planning happening.  The literature highlights the 
importance of evaluation in the improvement and success of educational partnerships.  
Grobe (1990) pointed out that, to be sustained, partnerships need to be thoughtfully 
monitored and developed.  It is equally important that this evaluation be co-created 
between the partners and include set evaluation periods (Beal et al., 2012).  Formal and 
consistent evaluation has multiple benefits, including improving partnership activities and 
providing accountability (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2012).   
 The major findings of this study include the three primary themes outlined above, 
commitment, communication, and evaluation, and the impact that they each have on the 
success of educational partnerships.  Relationships are complex ecosystems, involving 
numerous people and places, and they experience change over time.  Part of this research 
was to take a snapshot of these relationships at a certain point in time and evaluate the 
ecosystem.  Coming out of this work is a clear set of guidelines that can be used for the 
creation of new partnerships as well as a tested rubric that can be used to evaluate 
existing partnerships to guide a plan for improvement. 
 The results of this research confirm that what is found in the literature about non-
educational partnerships can be transferred to educational partnerships, specifically those 
between traditional Schools of Education and non-traditional teacher training 
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organizations such as Teach For America.  Also illustrated is that the stronger the themes 
of commitment, communication, and evaluation are found in the partnership, the greater 
the likelihood that the partnership will be successful and will continue to grow and 
improve. 
Recommendations 
The recommendations from this work can be grouped into three main concepts, 
each aligning with the themes found in the literature and in the case studies.  These 
include: commitment, communication, and evaluation. 
Partnerships need to have commitment from all parties involved.   This 
commitment must come from the highest levels of the organization and must be 
embodied by those operating in the partnership and supporting the daily work.  For these 
two pieces to be in place, specific things need to happen during the development phase of 
the partnership and they need to continue throughout the life of the partnership.  At the 
outset of the relationship, both parties need to meet to develop a shared mission and goals 
to which they are all committed.  This meeting should include leaders from both 
institutions as well as the upper level operational staff.  It is important that all those 
involved understand the purpose of the partnership and express their commitment not 
only to it, but also to each other.  The second piece of this is that those involved in the 
daily operations need to make time at regular intervals to meet, step back, and reaffirm 
their commitment.  It is important that both parties express and feel a continued 
reassurance. 
Communication among the partners is not something that will just happen; it must 
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be thoughtfully planned, monitored, and continually improved.  This is a task for those 
involved in the daily operations.  The staff from both partners must meet regularly (in 
person) to discuss the partnership and to have the challenging conversations that come up 
over time.  Email and text message is not enough.  Video conferencing and phone calls 
are a good intermediary step, but it is of the utmost importance that at regular intervals 
the partners gather in the same space to be with each other and to build their relationships 
and their communication skills. 
The final important piece to help partnerships to be successful is formal, 
thoughtful evaluation.  This must be supported at the highest levels (Dean, Executive 
Director, etc.), and implemented by the staff running the day-to-day operations.  Before 
diving into evaluation, the groups should meet to determine shared metrics and agreed-
upon intervals for data collection and improvement.   
These three fundamental aspects of successful partnering are part of a cycle, and 
that process should mirror the one presented in the Slate Model of Effective Partnerships 
(Figure 15).  The partners should first commit to shared goals and metrics, and then they 
will evaluate, redesign, and recommit.  Throughout the entire cycle, the partners are led 
by thoughtful leadership, they communicate openly and effectively, and they support 
each other through a shared commitment to the partnership. 
Reflections 
 At the outset of this research, there was concern that the researcher was too close 
to the topic being studied, as she had developed and was actively managing a Teach For 
America University partnership.  Having been involved with TFA and the partnership for 
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nearly eight years, I found that it took careful planning and thoughtfulness to ensure that 
my personal beliefs about what made these relationships successful were put aside to 
focus solely on the data collected.  There was some assumption that communication 
would be an important element related to the success of these partnerships as it was a 
theme commonly found in the literature and also one that is typically important in any 
kind of relationship.  The researcher also believed that institutions that were more highly 
ranked by US News and World Report would also prove to be among the more successful 
partnerships.  This belief came from the assumption that if the institution was highly 
ranked, it was likely that it did many things well, and that the partnership would fall into 
that same category. 
 One of the surprise findings was the impact that local and state funding and 
legislation have on the partnerships.  Although Teach For America is a private non-profit 
organization, they and their partners are directly affected by public funding decisions and 
even more so by legislative changes as they relate to teacher preparation and certification.  
In all of the cases, the political landscape affected the partnerships, whether resulting in 
fewer corps members, different and fewer schools in which to place teachers, or tighter 
regulations governing the work that the partnership was doing. 
 The most significant impact this study had on the researcher was allowing her to 
more objectively look at her own work, specifically with the partnerships she was 
working in and working to develop.  The study created a set of informal guidelines that 
she now considers when doing partnership work.  These best practices also guide 
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conversations that she has with others who are working in or developing similar 
partnerships. 
Limitations 
This investigation had anticipated limitations due to the small sample size, but 
additional limitations were discovered throughout the data collection and evaluation 
process.  This study focused on only three partnerships, but within those partnerships, the 
number of individuals who were surveyed was also small.  The response rate to some of 
the inquiries further limited the ability to provide a comprehensive picture of the 
partnership.  However, the most striking limitation was caused by the time to completion 
of this study.  Between when the data was first collected and the analysis was completed 
there were changes within each of the partnerships, including personnel changes 
(administrative and operational), political changes, and most importantly, partnership 
changes.  Some of the personnel changes caused difficulty in collecting follow up data 
and the administrative changes caused concern about the accuracy of the case studies that 
were written. 
An additional limitation pertains to the generalizability of this study, as it focused 
on a very specific set of educational partnerships, those between Schools of Education 
and Teach For America. Although there are dozens of these partnerships nationally, they 
represent only a fraction of all educational partnerships.  Some of the findings in this 
study can certainly be applied to non-TFA partnerships, but there are characteristics 
specific to the partnerships studied that are likely not found in other partnerships and that 
will affect the direct applicability of the findings of this research. 
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Suggestions for Future Research 
 As this research appears to be the first of its kind focused on these two types of 
partners, and their relationship rather than their output, there are many additional areas to 
be considered for future research.  The first would be expanding this work, using the 
same process and rubric applied here, but including a larger and more diverse set of 
partnership cases.  This would help to validate the rubric and the hypothesis.  As there are 
dozens of these partnerships across the country, it would be incredibly valuable to 
understand their measures of success and whether or not the same themes are found 
within the cases. 
 A second opportunity for research would be to model this same research plan, but 
apply it to alternative teacher training partnerships not associated with Teach For 
America, such as state or city-based Alternative Route to Certification teacher 
preparation programs (for example, the Boston Teacher Residency (BTR) or the 
Connecticut Alternate Route to Certification (CT-ARC) programs).  These partnerships 
are a variation on the Teach For America model, but they have the same general goal and 
likely face similar challenges. 
 A final opportunity for additional research would be to use a similar number of 
cases, but to expand the number of external reviewers, and possibly include those not 
associated with the partnership.  This would potentially provide validation to the 
partnership effectiveness evaluation rubric. 
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Conclusion 
This mixed-methods multiple case study explored the characteristics that indicate 
success among teacher training partnerships.  The conceptual framework used is based on 
two primary concepts, that educational partnerships exhibit behavioral characteristics that 
differ from those found in more traditional business relationships and that although all 
partnerships tend to exhibit these behavioral characteristics, greater success will be found 
in those that exhibit these characteristics more intensely.  
The findings of this study produced three themes that revealed the characteristics 
found to indicate success in educational partnerships between traditional schools of 
education and non-traditional teacher training organizations, in this case Teach For 
America.  Those themes include: commitment, communication, and evaluation.  The 
recommendations for partnerships of this type align with these three themes and fall 
along a spectrum, with lower levels ensuring minimal levels of success and higher levels 
supporting higher levels of success.  The first recommendation is for partnerships to 
ensure that they establish a clear commitment to each other and to the partnership, and 
that this commitment is revisited regularly.  They should establish clear guidelines for 
communication and they should adhere to these guidelines.  These guidelines should 
serve to moderate their patterns of communication, tone, effectiveness and timeliness.  
Lastly, these partners should establish a plan for evaluation, likely involving 
administrative oversight such as an advisory board.  This evaluation plan should include 
agreed upon metrics as well as co-created timelines and evaluation intervals.   
This study was only the beginning of looking at the success of partnerships of this 
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type.  Numerous opportunities for future research exist and include expanding this 
research model to include additional partnership cases as well as varying the participants 
to focus on alternative teacher training organizations other than Teach For America.  
Determining the prevalence of the three identified themes in a larger group of cases, or 
cases of a different type, would strengthen the findings by confirming the correlation 
between the themes and the success of the partnership. 
Most importantly, this work serves to provide a guide and an outline of best 
practices to be utilized when engaging in educational partnership development.  The 
prevalence of these partnerships continues to expand nationally, as organizations such as 
Teach For America expand their reach.  Establishing a clear set of guidelines that can 
facilitate success and endurance of a partnership would be incredibly beneficial.  This 
work also provides an evaluation rubric to be used with existing partnerships seeking to 
better understand the current state of their partnerships and initiate improvements.  It is 
hoped that the findings presented in this research benefit teacher preparation partnerships 
across the country.  
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Appendix 1 – List of TFA University Partnerships 
Region Name UNIVERSITY PARTNER(S) First Year 
# of 
CMs* 
Alabama 
Athens State University 
(online, cert only) 
2010 80 Samford University 
University of West Alabama 
Appalachia NONE 2011 40 
Arkansas NONE 2012 110 
Baltimore Johns Hopkins University 1992 225 
Bay Area Loyola Marymount University 1991 340 
Buffalo Canisius College 2012 30 
California Capital 
Valley NONE 2010 50 
Charlotte University of North Carolina - Charlotte 2004 190 
Chicago-
Northwest 
Indiana 
Dominican University (IL) 
2000 460 Relay Graduate School of Education (IL) 
Calumet College (IN) 
Colorado University of Colorado 2007 200 
Connecticut Johns Hopkins University 2006 200 
D.C. Region 
Johns Hopkins University 
1992 160 
American University 
Dallas-Fort 
Worth Southern Methodist University 2009 360 
Delaware Relay Graduate School of Education 2010 40 
Detroit University of Michigan 2010 150 
Eastern North 
Carolina East Carolina University 1990 280 
Greater Nashville Lipscomb University 2009 200 
Greater New 
Orleans 
Louisiana College 
1990 270 Relay School of Education 
Johns Hopkins University 
Greater 
Philadelphia University of Pennsylvania 2003 180 
Hawaii University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa 2006 170  
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Chaminade University 
Johns Hopkins University 
Houston Johns Hopkins University 1991 280 
Idaho Boise State University 2015 20 
Indianapolis Marian University 2008 170 
Jacksonville University of Florida 2008 170 
Kansas City University of Missouri – Saint Louis 2008 120 
Las Vegas Valley University of Nevada, Las Vegas 2004 230 
Los Angeles Loyola Marymount University 1990 180 
Massachusetts Boston University 2009 220 
Memphis Christian Brothers University 2006 300 
Metro Atlanta Georgia State University 2000 170 
Miami-Dade University of Miami 2003 220 
Milwaukee 
Marquette University 
2009 140 Cardinal Stritch University 
Alverno College 
Mississippi NONE 1991 280 
North Carolina 
Piedmont Triad East Carolina University 2014 50 
New Jersey 
Seton Hall University 
1993 180 University of Pennsylvania 
Relay Graduate School of Education 
New Mexico 
University of New Mexico 
2001 60 
Western New Mexico University 
New York 
Relay Graduate School of Education 
1990 590 Hunter College 
Fordham University 
Northeast Ohio Cleveland State University 2012 130 
Oklahoma 
University of Oklahoma 
2009 390 
Oklahoma State University 
University of Tulsa 
John Hopkins University 
Orlando NONE 2015 N/A  
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Phoenix 
Arizona State University 
1994 200 
Rio Salado College 
Rhode Island 
Brown University 
2010 60 Rhode Island College 
Providence College 
Rio Grande 
Valley NONE 1991 130 
San Antonio NONE 2010 150 
San Diego 
San Diego State University 
2013 N/A 
High Tech High 
South Carolina Francis Marion University 2011 170 
South Dakota 
University of South Dakota 
2004 60 
Black Hills State University 
South Louisiana Louisiana State University 1990 120 
Southwest Ohio University of Cincinnati 2012 70 
St. Louis University of Missouri – St. Louis 2002 110 
Twin Cities University of Minnesota 2009 70 
Washington University of Washington 2011 50 
*This is an estimate of the total number of corps members enrolled. 
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Appendix 2 – Partnership Evaluation Case Study Template 
Documents to Request: 
1. Memorandum of Understanding  
2. Program curriculum, including course sequences and descriptions 
3. Organizational chart including all staff involved in the partnership, to include 
staff résumés 
4. List of all faculty involved in administering or teaching in the partnership, to 
include faculty CVs 
5. Financial arrangement including tuition and scholarship costs, as well as overall 
budget 
6. Minutes from Advisory Board Meetings 
7. Any articles or dissertations written or published about the partnership 
8. Student course evaluation summaries 
Demographic Information: 
1. What year was the partnership established? 
2. How many corps members are currently enrolled in the partnership? 
3. How many alumni of the program are there? 
4. How many partner schools or districts do your corps members work in? 
5. In what content areas are the corps members placed? 
6. Who are your stakeholders? 
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Advisory Board (or governing structure): 
1. Do you have a partnership advisory board (if yes, please answer questions 2–5)? 
2. How many members are on the board and what stakeholders do they represent?  
3. Is there adequate representation from stakeholder organizations, priority areas, 
and priority population(s)? 
4. How frequently does the advisory board meet? 
5. Are partnership meetings successful, i.e., productive, focused, and effective?  
6. Do you have an MOU in place? 
Interview questions: 
1. How well have goals for the partnership been defined and communicated? Are 
roles and responsibilities of leaders and members clear? What are the goals of the 
partnership? What are the measures that you use to determine that you have 
achieved them? 
2. Is the partnership operating successfully? Do you have criteria for success? How 
do you measure success in this collaboration? 
3. Is communication efficient and timely? 
4. Is the partnership mutually beneficial to partners? How could partners’ needs and 
priorities be better met?  
5. Are the partnership members satisfied with the functioning, progress and 
leadership? 
6. Is the partnership making a difference? If not, why not?  
7. Is the partnership influencing policies, practices, or systems?   
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8. What unintended outcomes are occurring?  
9. Which external factors affect partnership work?  
10. Who are the influencers in the partnership? Where are the strong communication 
links? Where are relationships strongest and weakest? (social network analysis)  
11. What is the level of collaboration (integration) of the partnership? What is the 
ideal level of collaboration? What steps should be taken to achieve the ideal? 
12. What does success look like for the partnership? Are there specific activities or 
objectives for the partnership? 
13. What has changed since you started the partnership? 
14. What would need to change in order for it to be more successful? 
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Rating Scale of Effective and Ineffective Attributes  
(borrowed from Peel et al., 2002) 
 
Please rate how well the statements below describe your partnership: 
Effective Attributes 
Not at 
all 
Not 
much 
Somewhat 
Quite 
a lot 
Completely 
There is respect and trust 
between all partners 
     
Leadership is based on 
knowledge and needs 
     
There is a willingness to 
promote change 
     
There is a flexibility to 
meet partnership goals 
     
There is open 
communication between 
partners 
     
Both partners are 
committed to supporting 
and sustaining the 
relationship 
     
There is a sense of 
excitement and 
satisfaction when positive 
changes occur 
     
There is an established 
system of recognition 
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Ineffective Attributes 
Not at 
all 
Not 
much 
Somewhat 
Quite 
a lot 
Completely 
There are unrealistic goals 
set due to lack of shared 
vision 
     
There is a lack of financial 
management and support 
     
There is a lack of stability 
or balance of power 
     
There are negative 
perceptions and strained 
relationships 
     
There is a lack of feedback 
and evaluation 
     
There is a lack of 
communication 
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Appendix 3 – Informed Consent Form 
Protocol Title: Successful Teach For America-University Partnerships 
Principal Investigator: Amy Slate 
Description of Subject Population: staff and students involved in TFA university 
partnerships 
Version Date: 12-1-13 
 
Introduction 
Please read this form carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with 
important information about taking part in a research study.  If any of the statements or 
words in this form are unclear, please let us know. We would be happy to answer any 
questions. 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us.  
Taking part in this research study is up to you.  If you decide to take part in this research 
study we will ask you to sign this form.  We will give you a copy of the signed form. 
The person in charge of this study is Amy Slate.  She can be reached at aslate@bu.edu or 
860-463-9866.  We will refer to this person as the “researcher” throughout this form. Her 
dissertation advisor is Dr. Hardin Coleman; he can be reached at hardin@bu.edu or 617-
353-3213.  
Why is this study being done? 
The purpose of this study is to explore educational partnerships between Schools of 
Education and Teach For America, to determine characteristics that define success and 
which lead to successful partnering. 
We are asking you to take part in this study because you work for, or are involved in, an 
educational partnership between a school/college/university and alternative teacher 
training organizations. 
About 20 subjects will take part in this research study at Boston University. 
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How long will I take part in this research study? 
We expect that you will be in this research study for three months.  During this time, we 
will ask you to respond to requests for information, but you will never be required to 
travel to do so. 
What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
During this study you may take part in the following procedures: 
• Interview you about your experiences with the Teach For America University 
Partnership. 
• Take part in a focus group.  A focus group is a small group of people who take 
part in a discussion about a selected topic.  The focus group will be led by a 
member of the research staff.  The focus group leader will ask the group members 
about their opinion of the educational partnership between their 
school/college/university and Teach For America. 
 
Audiotaping 
We may to audiotape you during this study.  If you are audiotaped it will be possible to 
identify you in the recording.   We will label these tapes with a code instead of your 
name.  The key to the code connects your name to your audio/videotape.   
 
Storing Study Information for Future Use 
We would like to store your study information for future research related to Teach For 
America University Partnerships.  We will label all your study information with a code 
instead of your name.  The key to the code connects your name to your study 
information.   
Do you agree to let us store your study information for future research related to 
educational partnerships? 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
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How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by assigning codes to identify your 
institution and your name.  We will make every effort to keep your records confidential.  
However, there are times when federal or state law requires the disclosure of your 
records. 
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety: 
• The Researcher and any member of his/her research team 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The Institutional Review 
Board is a group of people who review human research studies for safety and 
protection of people who take part in the studies. 
• The sponsor or funding agency for this study 
• Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research 
 
The study data will be stored on an external password-protected hard drive maintained by 
the researcher.   
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
Taking part in this study is your choice.  You are free not to take part or to withdraw at 
any time, for any reason.  If you decide to withdraw from this study, the information that 
you have already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
Future Contact 
We may like to contact you in the future either to followup to this study or to see if you 
are interested in other studies taking place at Boston University.   
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Do you agree to let us contact you in the future? 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 Questionnaire/Survey Risks 
 You may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and topics we will ask about.  
You do not have to answer any questions that make you feel uncomfortable.  You may 
get tired during the study. 
Loss of Confidentiality 
The main risk of allowing us to use and store your information for research is a potential 
loss of privacy.  We will protect your privacy by labeling your information with a code 
and keeping the key to the code in a password-protected computer. 
Focus Groups 
The researchers will ask you and the other people in the group to use only first names 
during the group session. They will also ask you not to tell anyone outside the group what 
any particular person said in the group. However, the researchers cannot guarantee that 
everyone will keep the discussions private.  
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
You will not benefit from taking part in this study. 
Others may benefit in the future from the information that is learned in this study. 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who can I talk to? 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers are listed below:   
Amy (Slate) Fridhi (Researcher), aslate@bu.edu or 860-463-9866.   
Dr. Hardin Coleman (Dissertation Advisor), hardin@bu.edu or 617-353-3213. 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
  
Appendix 4 – Partnership Survey Questions 
 
Figure 16 – Partner Survey Question Bank 1: All partnerships 
 (To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?) 
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Figure 17 – Partner Survey Question Bank 2: All Partnerships 
 (Please rate how well the statements describe your partnership.) 
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Figure 18 – Partner Survey Question Bank 3: All partnerships 
 (Please rate how well the statements describe your partnership.)
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Appendix 5 – Codes and Definitions 
 
CODE CHARACTERISTIC DEFINITION 
ADMIN Well-defined 
administrative 
structure 
It should be clearly identified who the leaders 
are as well as any members of an advisory 
committee created to help guide the partnership 
(Smith, 1992; Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996). 
AGENDA Manageable agenda It is important that together the partners work to 
establish clear objectives that are achievable, 
that are given accurate timelines, and which 
have measurable outcomes (Thorkildsen & 
Stein, 1996). 
COMMIT Commitment Participant commitment as well as the time 
commitment necessary to ensure success of the 
partnership.  The partnership should be 
considered a priority and given ample time in 
the schedules of the individuals involved to 
attend to its needs.  In particular the proposed 
timeline for the partnership to develop and be 
successful should be outlined (Bainer Jenkins, 
2001). 
DECISION Shared decision-
making 
Both partners need to feel as though they are 
equals in the relationship.  The process for 
making decisions within the partnership should 
be clearly articulated and both partners should 
play equal roles (Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996). 
EVAL Ongoing process of 
evaluation 
Evaluation should be an inherent part of the 
structure of the partnership so that both parties 
can regularly assess progress, identify pitfalls, 
and adjust accordingly (Thorkildsen & Stein, 
1996). 
FOCUS Clear focus The purpose of the partnership should be clearly 
established from the beginning, and should be 
revisited often to ensure that it stays on the 
course that was established (Hanover Research 
– Academy Administration Practice, 2012; 
Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996). 
GOALS Mutual self-interest 
and common goals 
Both parties should make clear their interests 
and motivations for entering the partnership.  
They should identify the goals that they wish to 
achieve by partnering, and how they can help 
one another to achieve these goals.  In addition  
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to goals, both parties should identify 
expectations that they have for the partnership 
and for each other (Beal et al., 2012; Hanover 
Research – 
Academy Administration Practice, 2012; 
Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996). 
INFO Information sharing It is important that the partners share 
information with each other from the beginning 
stages and throughout the development and 
implementation. Information sharing is 
important not only in terms of sharing data and 
research about the populations that they are 
jointly serving, but also in the day-to-day 
communications among the partners and 
stakeholders (Beal et al., 2012; Mohr & 
Spekman, 1994). 
NATURE Dynamic nature The partnership should be structured, but should 
allow for flexibility and changes throughout its 
development.  These changes should be 
thoughtful and well planned. All work should 
be reviewed and updated annually (Beal et al., 
2012). 
SUPPORT External support The partnership must be provided sufficient 
external support, in the form of both financial 
resources and human resources.  The highest 
levels of each organization should commit fully 
to the success of the partnership (Norman, 
2001). 
TRUST Mutual trust and 
respect 
The partners engaging in the relationship need 
to trust and respect each other so that they can 
successfully work together to build and develop 
the partnership and work toward achieving the 
goals that they have established for themselves 
(Beal et al., 2012; Thorkildsen & Stein, 1996).  
 
 
  
Appendix 6 – Partnership Effectiveness Evaluation Rubric 
Highly effective  Effective Partially effective Ineffective 
= meets all criteria = meets most criteria = meets some criteria = meets few criteria 
 
Indicators Criteria Highly Effective Effective 
Partially 
Effective Ineffective 
Partnership Vision 
Mission and Beliefs 
An articulated mission and shared beliefs 
exist and serve as guides for the work of 
the partnership. 
    
Shared Goals 
Are clear, measurable, and feasible.     
Address the common needs of the 
partnership.     
Align with partner organization goals.     
Institutional Leadership 
Shared leadership 
Leaders share accountability for 
achieving partnership goals.     
Leaders encourage stakeholder 
engagement.     
Share partnership decision-making     
Resource 
Commitment 
Leaders jointly identify resources needed 
to accomplish partnership goals     
Leaders contribute time, financial, and 
human resources necessary to accomplish 
partnership goals 
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Communication and Collaboration 
Information 
Dissemination 
Mechanisms for regularly disseminating 
partnership news and progress updates in 
a timely manner are in place. 
    
Partnership 
Advocacy 
Partners share responsibility for actively 
advocating on behalf of the partnership to 
gain visibility, support, and resources to 
support partnership goals. 
    
Collaborative 
Relationships 
Strategies to promote collaboration are 
embedded in partnership activities.     
Collaboration among partner 
organizations is characterized by deep 
trust, mutual respect, and regular and 
effective interaction. 
    
Collaborative relationships extend 
beyond the boundaries of partnership 
meetings and are sustained over time. 
    
Decision-making 
The process for partnership decision-
making is clearly articulated and involves 
all partners. 
    
Joint ownership and accountability 
Roles and 
Responsibilities 
Partnership roles, responsibilities, and 
expectations are clearly defined.     
Partnership roles, responsibilities, and 
expectations are clearly defined.     
Partnership roles, responsibilities, and 
expectations are clearly operational.     
Benchmarks and 
Outcomes 
Partners agree on performance measures 
that will be used to assess progress.     
Partners are held accountable for      
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accomplishing partnership goals. 
Using Data 
Data is strategically used to guide partner 
decision-making     
Data is used to assess partnership 
effectiveness.     
Data is collected and analyzed using both 
formal and informal processes to guide 
continuous improvement. 
    
System Alignment, Integration, and Sustainability 
Alignment 
Partnership roles and responsibilities are 
aligned and cross organization boundaries 
to accomplish collective goals. 
    
Organization systems for partnership 
communication, resource allocation, and 
progress monitoring are aligned. 
    
Sustainability 
Memorandums of understanding exist 
between partner organizations that ensure 
the sustainability of the partnership. 
    
Funding strategies are ongoing to ensure 
the partnership continues to be a viable 
option for partner organization. 
    
 
 
Rubric adapted from: King, C.L. (2014). Quality Measures™ Partnership Effectiveness Continuum. Waltham, MA: Education 
Development Center, Inc. 
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Appendix 7 – Partnership Evaluation Rubric Results 
 
Partnership staff working for both the university and Teach For America were surveyed 
and their responses were captured in Qualtrics.  Also included in the rubric evaluation 
were the Deans of the Schools of Education.  A total of 12 external reviewers were sent 
the request to complete the rubric and 8 of them responded to the request.  Below is the 
list of university partnerships and the total number of rubric evaluation responses 
received: 
• Glanville University TFA Partnership: 3 out of 4 
• Dorinda University TFA Partnership: 2 out of 4 
• Frankel University TFA Partnership: 3 out of 4   
 
Each respondent was asked to rank his or her partnership on a list of descriptive 
statements.  The response options included: highly effective (meets all criteria), effective 
(meets most criteria), partially effective (meets some criteria), ineffective (meets few 
criteria), and unable to answer. 
 
The statements included in the evaluation rubric were: 
• Mission and Beliefs: An articulated mission and shared beliefs exist and serve as 
guides for the work of the partnership.  
• Shared Goals: Are clear, measurable, and feasible. Address the common needs of 
the partnership. Align with partner organization goals.  
• Shared Leadership: Leaders share accountability for achieving partnership goals.  
Leaders encourage stakeholder engagement. Share partnership decision-making.  
• Resource Commitment: Leaders jointly identify resources needed to accomplish 
partnership goals. Leaders contribute time, financial, and human resources 
necessary to accomplish partnership goals.   
• Information Dissemination: Mechanisms for regularly disseminating partnership 
news and progress updates in a timely manner are in place.  
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• Partnership Advocacy: Partners share responsibility for actively advocating on 
behalf of the partnership to gain visibility, support, and resources to support 
partnership goals.  
• Collaborative Relationships: Strategies to promote collaboration are embedded in 
partnership activities. Collaboration among partner organizations is characterized 
by deep trust, mutual respect, and regular and effective interaction. Collaborative 
relationships extend beyond the boundaries of partnership meetings and are 
sustained over time.  
• Decision Making: The process for partnership decision-making is clearly 
articulated and involves all partners.  
• Roles and Responsibilities: Partnership roles, responsibilities, and expectations 
are clearly defined. Partnership roles, responsibilities, and expectations are clearly 
operational.   
• Benchmarks and Outcomes: Partners agree on performance measures that will be 
used to assess progress. Partners are held accountable for accomplishing 
partnership goals.  
• Using Data: Data is strategically used to guide partner decision-making. Data is 
used to assess partnership effectiveness. Data is collected and analyzed using both 
formal and informal processes to guide continuous improvement.   
• Alignment: Partnership roles and responsibilities are aligned and cross 
organization boundaries to accomplish collective goals. Organization systems for 
partnership communication, resource allocation, and progress monitoring are 
aligned.  
• Sustainability: Memorandums of understanding exist between partner 
organizations that ensure the sustainability of the partnership. Funding strategies 
are ongoing to ensure the partnership continues to be a viable option for partner 
organization. 
 
 
  
Responses from individual partnerships are included below, and are listed in alphabetical, not preferential order. 
 
Figure 19 – Dorinda University Evaluation Rubric Responses 
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Figure 20 – Frankel University Evaluation Rubric Responses 
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Figure 21 – Glanville University Evaluation Rubric Responses 
 
152 
153  
Appendix 8 – Partnership Development Guidelines 
Commitment 
 
1. At partnership initiation, the parties should meet to determine shared goals, shared 
mission, and shared values.  There should be a formal commitment to these by all 
partners. 
2. Throughout the duration of the partnership, at regular intervals, the partners 
should meet for formal discussion and re-commitment to the partnership. 
Communication 
 
1. During partnership development, the partners should create clear guidelines of 
communication practices, paying close attention to attributes specific to 
timeliness, efficiency, and openness.   
2. The partners should meet regularly, in person, to discuss the state of their 
communication and identify any areas of improvement. 
3. Partnership staff and any other stakeholders should be surveyed at least once 
annually to determine the status of partnership communication. 
Evaluation 
 
1. During the early stages of the partnership, an advisory board structure should be 
put in place. 
2. This advisory board should be charged with identifying metrics and a cadence of 
reporting that will be used to guide evaluation and improvement of the 
partnership. 
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3. These metrics and any data collected should be shared with all partners and 
ultimately should be used to create an annual report that will be shared with 
stakeholders. 
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